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CHAPTER I 
· INTRODUCTION 
Development of successful government farm price support and adjust-
ment programs requir(:3S that such programs be acceptable to farmers. This 
is especi.al.ly tru.e for programs v1hich are subr11i tted to the vote of farrners 
in referendumso Even for programs which are not submitted to such a vote, 
it is doubtful if desirable income and adjustment results can be achieved 
:i.f such programs are not generally acceptable to farmers. 
The difficulty of predicting what type of programs will be accept-
able to farmers was brought into focus by results of the 1963 wheat 
referendum. The vote ·was different from what many farm leaders expected. 
Before the referendum, some farm leaders said that "farmers couldn't 
possibly afford to vote gno <Jo 11 Yet 52 percent of the voters cast a 
negative vote and, months later·$ attempts were still being made to 
1 interpret the outcome. 
Heady has suggested that goals and values play a major role in 
farmers~ reactions to farm programs: 
1Lynn 11. Daft, "The 1963 Wheat Referendum: An Interpretation~ 11 
Journal .Qi~ Economics, XLVI (1964), PP• 588-592; Don F. Hadwiger, 
11i~heat Referendum--Its Meaning for Future· Farm Policy, 11 a paper read 
at the Fourth Economic Conference and Seminar for Agricultural Editorsj 
Ames, Iowa~ February 12, 1964 •. 
1 
Solutions to the major economic problems must have their 
roots in goal-value phenomena. The basic economic and physical 
cause of the agricultural problem is now well understood. 
Agriculturalists and economists can suggest a half dozen ways 
to solve it. But solutions irlllUediately con.front problems in 
gee.ls and values, the deeply imbedded beliefs of particular 
indlviduals, groups, and organizations in respect to "what is 
right" or ''-what ought to be. 11 In some cases 9 disagreement rests 
on goals themselves. In other cases, conflict arises in respect 
to the appropriate means of attaining particular goals. Until 
goal and value positions for agriculture are more clearly 
articulated~ and until it is recognized that progress to the 
solution of the income problem rests on resolutions of apparent 
conflicts in goals and values; progress in solving major struc-
tural problems of agriculture w.ay be small.2 
2 
A starting point for determining what types of programs farmers will 
accept is to examine farmers' orientation toward public policy and farm 
programs in genera.lo hlhat do they believe is the cause of the economic 
problems they currently face? What should be the main objectives of 
farm programs? 'What approaches to raising farm income would be most 
acceptable to farmers? How keenly do farmers perceive the total agri-
cultural situation? What are some of the basic attitudes that farmers 
have toward the role of government in economic and social areas of 
activity? 
'I'his type of inform.at.ion is needed by those who are responsible 
for developing farm programs. It is also needed by educators and other 
agricultural lea.ders who attempt to :increase farmers~ understanding of 
the current economic problems in agriculture. Only by understanding how 
farmers react to certain ideas and phrases can agricultural leaders 
effectively cormnunicate vnth farmers about such problems. An important 
related question concerns the types of information sources farmers use 
" "-Earl Oo Heady~ Preface to Goals~ Values in Agricultural Policy 
(Ames, 1961), p, vi. 
3 
to learn about farm policies and programs. By knowing more about these 
inform.a.tion sourcesi agricultural leaders can more effectively reach 
farmers 1Ti th program informationo 
Objectives 
Spe3cifically 9 this study has the following major ob j0)Gti.ves ~ 
L To determine specific v-alues ~ attitudes,, 
1-fr,eat producers about farm programs. 
2. To r,3late such values:i attitudes,, and beliefs to p:reference,s 
for specific types of 1r,heat programs and to certain socio-4 
economic variableso 
3" To 111easur(c, farmers v perception of the cu:r·ri:m.t agricul tu.ral 
situa.tiono 
l~o To determine 'vrlrnt information sources whe11t produc,1rs use 
most to keep infc,rrned on programs" 
5o To examine the role of the College of Agriculture and E::irt.ension 
Service in provid.ing ,,,ducational material a.bout farm progra:ms 
and policies. 
A fundamental purpos13 of' study is to learn more abortt the 
factors that affect the acceptab:U.:i..ty of farm program:s and polic:ies to 
wheat growers. Results of the study a.re intended to prov:Lde a detailed 
analysis of how farmers j_n four differ(:1nt types of production areas ·within 
the hard red winter wheat belt think and act :ln regard to farm programs 9 
particularly- those related to wheato Such knowledge should help those 
who design farm programs to f'oresee provisio:n.s which e.re eomplE:,tely 
unacceptable to farmers in these areas., It should ttlso help 
4 
economists to design educational programs which will help farmers to 
improve their understanding of the basic economic relationships in 
the farm problem. 
A study of attitudes can also be helpful in the design and inter-
pretation of future studies of farmers' preferences for different types 
of programs. Davidson and Mighell state that a better understanding of 
basic attitudes toward the key concepts is needed in the early stages of 
a comprehensive inquiry into farmer opinions.3 '!'his understanding can 
help in phrasing questions in later studies and in subsequent analysis 
of survey results. Such a study is also valuable as a benchmark in 
attempts to analyze the extent of changes in farmers' attitudes over a 
period of time. 
Finally~ increased knowledge of how farmers get their information 
about policies and programs should help agricultural leaders choose the 
most efficient techniques and channels for disseminating such information. 
Previous Studies 
Hathaway lists three conditions as being necessary for a policy 
goal: 4 (1) it must offer simultaneous attainment of a number of 
individual ends or values; (2) it must be consistent with the other 
important norms or values of the group adopting it; (3) it must be able 
to meet the two preceding criteria. for a significant portion of the group 
having political influence in the particular policy area. 
3 Jack R. Davidson and Ronald L. J."fJighell, t1T:racing Farmers q Reactions 
to Uncertainty," Journal 2!, Fa.rm Economics, XLV (1963), pp. .581-582. 
4Dale Eo Hathaway, Government and Agriculture (New York~ 1963), Po 61. 
.5 
These conditions illustrate the conflict that can arise when the 
methods available for achieving the ends (e.go, improved farm income) are 
not consistent with important norms (e.g., m.aximU111 freedom to operate or 
complete self-reliance). 
Heady said there is agreement that the massive productive capacity 
of agriculture must be brought under control~ and size and costs of 
surplus storage must be reduced. Disagreement rests not so much on these 
intermediate goals but more on the means to attain them.5 
Stroup found that many Oklahoma farmers did not like the acreage 
allotment program on wheat, but about three-fourths believed there should 
be some method of controlling wheat production. 6 
App and Sundquist~ Minnesota, concluded that a situation exists 
where typical price policy goals of respondents are unattainable with the 
preferred system of reducing feed grain production. They also said it 
was apparent that both economic and noneconomic considerations were 
important in farmers 0 decisions to participate in the 1961 Feed Grain 
Program$?. 
5Earl O. Heady, "Goals and Values in Agricultural Policyt" Price 
~ Income Policies, CAEA Report 7~ Iowa State University (Ames~ 1960) 
Po 5o 
6George Stroup, "Oklahoma Wheat Producers' Attitudes, Opinions 
and Knowledge of Govern..~ent Wheat Programs and Related Public Affairs 
Issues," (unpub. Ed. D. thesis, Cornell University, 1961). i 
?James L. App and W. B. Sundquist, The~ Grain Program in_ 
Minnesota, Minnesota Agricultural Experiment Station Bulletin 464 
(St. Paul, 1963). 
6 
Tompkin and Sharples, Ohio, found strong evidence that many farn1ers 
make their business decisions within a framework which includes influences 
commonly referred to as "noneconomic" or economic intangibles. 118 
Hasba.rgen found that 43 percent of 133 Minnesota farmers interviewed 
ranked attitude as the first consideration in importance in making their 
decision on the 1963 Feed Grain Programo He concluded that: 
For policy makers, an important finding is that 
other considerations may be as important as the profit 
motive to farmers examining alternatives in government 
progra:mso Rather than by making it more financially 
attractive, a voluntary program might be more effectively 
"sold" by (1) improving farmer atti~udes toward it and 
(2) stressing its security aspects. 
In a recent study of participation in government land retirement 
programs, Squibb and ·west found that Missouri farmers• attitudes ranged 
between two extremes -- from wanting complete absence of government 
programs to favoring strict supply control. However, they did not find 
a relationship between attitudes toward the land retirement programs 
and rate o:f compliance. Rate of compliance depended primarily on how 
well the program fit the individual farmerus operation. 10 
In an earlier study in 1950~ Hathaway found that farmers desired 
price supports at high levels but did not want production controls -a-
a situation he called an inconsistency and conflict in farmers' attitudeso 
8J~ R. Tompkin and Jerry Sharples,~ Role .2£ Operators~ Expecta-
,tion~ j,n,.Ei.m_ Adjustment, Ohio Agricultural Experiment Station Bulletin 
936 (Columbus, 1963). 
9Paul Hasbargen, "Profit Motive in Farm Program Participation," 
1.vrl,nnesota Farm Business~' University of J:1innesota~ October, 1963. 
10John Squibb and Jerry West, Partjcipation :J.n.Government ~ 
Retirement Pro rams m Missouri, Missouri Agricultural Experiment Station 
Bulletin 803 Columbia~ 1963). 
7 
But his work also suggested that in choosing a support method for a par-
ticular commodity, consideration can be given to economic feasibility 
without fear of arousing strong farmer valuations. He did find that, in 
general, farmers had valuations against programs which made food prices 
higher to the consumer, strong valuations against large numbers of federal 
v,orkers to administer a program, ~nd a great dislike of red tape. 11 
In a later article, Hathaway proposed that farmers~ values should 
be discussed in marginal terms: 
If we 're dealing with absolute values, political corn-
promise would be unlikely. By using the margil'ial concept, 
it can be perfectly rational for an individual to hold 
freedom as his highest value, even above life itself, and 
still be willing to sacrifice some small portion of his free-
dom in order to achieve more security. This involves marginal 
rates of substitution between the values and easily serves to 
explain why persons make different choices at different times.12 
Another early study in New York (1951) found that many farmers were 
confused and undecided about price support programs. The farmers who 
favored price supports, generally those on the lower educational levels 
who had smaller farms and less efficient farm businesses, did so because 
they interpreted support as a way to ha.ng on in a competitive agricultural 
situation. Production controls were opposed by six out of 10 farmers 
interviewed.13 It should be pointed out that farmers at that time had 
much less experience with price support programs than farmers today. 
11Dale E. Hathaway and Lawrence Witt, "Agricultural Policy: Whose 
Valuations?" Journal 2f. ~ Economics, XXXIV (1952), pp. 299-309. 
12Dale E. Hathaway, "Agricultural Policy and Farrners° Freedom: A 
Suggested Framework," Journal .2i. Farm~, XXXV (1953), pp. 496-510. 
13Edward O. Moe~ New York farmers~ Opinions 2l:l :Ag,ricultural P,eograms s, 
Cornell Extension Bulletin 864 (Ithaca, 19.52)0 
8 
Farmers consistently have stated that basing allotments on historical 
acreages is unfair. They believe that the farmer who had been doing a good 
job of using soil conserving crops was penalized when base acreages for 
14 allotments were set. 
While many farmers were dissatisfied -with the way allotments were set 
up, not many farmers in an Ohio study had any ideas on how to improve on 
the method.15 
In this same study, the main reasons given for voting against quotas 
in the 1954 wheat referendum were: (1) loss of independence and freedom 
of choice, (2) program does not help small farmers, and (3) disrupts farm 
organization .. 
In a 19.57 survey in eight states, farmers said the following were 
the most important causes of the farm problem: (1) current high cost of 
production items, (2) high profit margins taken by processors and dis-
tributors of farm products, (3) labor union practices which continually 
16 
raise wages~ and (4) poor management ability of some farmers. 
14John Schnittker, J. O. Bray, and B. Jo Bowlen, Kansas Farmers' 
Views 2!J.. the 'Wheat Price Suppor,t ~ Acreage Control Program, Kansas 
Agricultural Experiment Station Economics Report 77 (Manhattan, 1957). 
Also see G. A. Pond and D. S. Moore, FarI11ers O Reaction 12, Corn Allotment 
!.!19. Other~ Programs~ University of Minnesota Institute of Agriculture 
Report No o 218 (St. Paul, 19 54); Far111ers @ Reactions :!;&. Acreage Allotments~ 
a report by the North Central Farm l'lk:l.nagement Research Committee, pub-
lished by Kentucky Agricultural Experiment Station (Lexington, 1955); 
Stroup~ po 206. 
l.5~.tervin G. Smith, et al., &l, Analysis .2!, Qh1Q. Farmers' Views ~ 
Responses~ Wheat Price Support~ Control Program, Ohio Agricultural 
Experiment Station, Mimeo Bulletin AE2.58 (Columbus, 195.5). 
16Gene McJYiurty, et alo, Farmers s Attitudes Toward ~ Income Problem 
~ Its Solutions, Purdue University Agricultural Experiment Station 
M::i.meo EC-157 (Lafayette, 1958). 
9 
Possible soluti.ons to the farm problem which were ranked as most 
important li,rere expansion of foreign trade and increasing the domestic 
1rw.rkets for agricultural products. Far.m.ers were umtllling to accept 
"too many farmers" as a cause of their problem and were just as unwilling 
to accept programs which would move people out of agricultu:reo 
Also in the study~ f ariners were asked to agree or disagree lid th a 
series of sta teme,nts involving various degrees of governmental activity 
in agricultural and nonagricultural fields. There was substantial agree-
ment among farmers that government has some responsibilities to help far= 
111rars and busi.nessmen, but there was considerable disagreement as to how 
far these responsibilities reached. There was very little difference 
between large and small farm operators in their attitudes toward govern-
mental responsibilitieso 
A 1964 survey in Iowa gave results similar to those in the eight-
state study,,17 Ranked as most important causes of the farm problem were 
"high costs of production inputs" and "high profits taken by processors 
and distributors. 11 11Too many farmers" and "surplus production due to 
new technology" ranked towards the bottom of the list. 
Sources of Information 
The field of cornrrmnications has been receiving considerable attention 
:in recent years. Nore and more administrators and educators are recog-· 
nizing the importance of having an understanding of communication processes 
and habits.18 
17Wallace E. Ogg, "The Education of Leaders for a Viable Democracy~ 11 
a paper r·ead at the Fifth Annual Policy Review Conference, l1olashingtonw D. 
Co~ January 26, 1965, Po 7. 
18W1lliar .• V. Haney, Comrmmication Patt,§;,rn §illQ. Incident~~ (Home·vmod 9 
1960), p. L 
Timmons stated the problem in the following way: 
It re111ains doubtful that researchers have been com-
pletely successful in translating their findings into form 
which can be readily understood and utilized by other groups 
in our society more deeply involved in making and administering 
policies and programs than we are o In other words, ·we as 
sciexrtisT,s in particular fields probabl;y- know considerably more 
than we as a society utilize in our approaches to agriculture 9s 
problems. Thus, we face the two-fold challenge of putting 
together our kno·wledge from relevant disciplines in a form 
understandable by the public and in the process discover the 
areas of inquiry rie)eded for enhancing our knowledge of values 
and means to attain them.19 
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'rhe process of diffusion of farm inforrnation is a complex one o In 
some cases, dissemination of information is a planned and intended 
function involving a complex organizational structure and vrell··formulated 
procedur,:lso In other cases, exchange may occur vd thout planning and vri th 
no more structure than a chance meeting of two people ·with common inter~· 
estso 20 
One of the first questions to be considered deals with information 
sourceso To what media do farmers look for different types of information? 
A number of studies have provided partial answers to this question. In 
general~ these studies show that mass media have their greatest impact by· 
making farmers aware of n,.01,, practices and ideas. 21 Then personal con-
tacts beccnne morE~ important as :farmers evaluate neTJ practices and ideas 
for their or1m operations. 
19J. F. Timmons, "Society Values and Goals in Respect to Agriculture: 
Discussion 9 " Goals ~ Values ill Aaricultura;J. Policy (Ames, 1961), p. 361+. 
20Rex Campbell and John Bennetts, X,ou:r. .• .A~ence ~ 11 ~'1hat vs It I.it.litz.? 
University of lJJissouri Agricultural .Experiment Station Bulletin 771 
( ColD.J'.i1bia ~ 1961) 9 p. 1. 
21G. M, Beal and J. 111. Bohlen, ~ ;Qj.ff\j.sj..q,n Process~ Iowa Agricul·~ 
tural Experiment Station Special Report 18 (Ames, 1957). 
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Several studies hav-e indicated that the higher income~ more highly 
educated fa.z•mers make more use of mass media than do their opposites. 
Lower income farmers who tend to think in traditional term& a.re more 
likely to be convinced through personal persuasion of neighbors or 
f . d 22 rien s. 
Lionberger and Coughenour found that even the organization of the 
neighborhood can have effects on sources of inform.s.tion used. 23 Farmers 
who were more highly integrated into their neighborhood social organiza-
tion rated other farmers as their top source of information. Farmers 
who had less contact with their neighbors rated mass media as their most 
important source of information. 
It :may be dangerous to generalize about information sources. Evidence 
ind.i.cates that the most "important source'' 1rdll ve::cy with the subject 
under conside.ration. 24 Several studies have looked specifically at sources 
farmers use.for government policy and program information. Stroup found 
that one-fourth of the Oklahoma. wheat growers he interviewed believed 
farm magazines were their major source of such information. FollovJing 
in importance were letters from agricultural agencies~ daily newspapers, 
· . 25 
and·visits·with·personnel 9f agriGUltural agenQies. 
22E. A. Wilkening, "Sources of Information for Improved Farm 
Practices, 11 Ru;ral Sociolog;z~ XV (1950), pp. 19-JO. Also 19.uren Soth, 
lliu:L ~ People. Learn New Methods~ Na.tional Planmng Association 
Agricultural Coznmi ttee Report (Washington, 1952) ~ p. 16. 
23H. F. Lionberger and C. M. Coughenour~ Social Structure ~ !?_iJfu-
sion .Q!. Far.m Information, Missouri Agricultural E:iq)eriment Station Bulletin 
631 (Columbia, 1957)~ P• 93. 
24su Ann Thomas and J. F. Evans, Where Farme.~ Get Informatio11~ Univ-
ersity of Illinois Agricultural Corr.ununi.cations Research Report 14 (Urbana 9 
1963), p. 1. 
25 Stroup, p. 78. 
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App ar1d Sundquist queried farmers about their sources ·of in.formation 
on the 1961 Feed Grain Program. About 80 percent said they received infor-
ni.ation from the county Agricultu~al Stabilization and Conservation Service 
office (ASCS)o Newspapers, fa.rm papers, and radio ranked second~ third, 
26 
and fourth in frequency of contact. 
Hadwiger interviewed a sample of farmers at the time of the 1963 wheat 
ref erendun10 Supporters of the program relied primarily on the ASCS as a 
source of information while magazines vied with the ASCS as the most impor-
tant source of information for "no" voters. Newspapers and neighbors also 
ranked high, but television was not considered as influential as other 
sources. 27 
Outline of Following Chapters 
The order of presentation for the remainder of this dissertation 
is as follows: 
Chapter II - describes the procedure and methods of analysis used, 
and also, the areas sampled" 
Chapter III - presents farmersv opinions on causes of the farn1 
problem, what farm programs should accomplish, and acceptable means of 
raising farm income from wheat. 
Chapter IV - analyzes farmers~ perception and attitude scores for 
differences between certain groups of farmers as classified by various 
socioeconomic variables. 
26App and Sundquist, p. 19. 
27Ha.dwiger, PP• 9-10. 
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Chapter V - :relates perception and attitude scores to specific pro-
gram preferences by regression techniques to determine if such scores can 
increase the predictability of farmers' preferences. 
Chapter VI - discusses the sources of inforniation fanners use in 
learning about farm policies and programs, and farmers' conception of the 
role o.f the College of Agriculture and Extension Service in presenting 
such information. 
Chapter VII - summarizes the results of the study and presents the 
conclusions and their implications. 
CHAPTER II 
PROCEDURE AND AREAS SAMPLED 
The first step in designing the questionnaire was to formulate a 
series o.f questions to determine farmers' opinions toward the following: 
(1) what causes the current farm problem, (2) what a wheat program sho11.ld 
accomplish, and (3) what are' satisfa.ctory means o:f>.~aising fa.rm.income;·· 
One question, rn.ac;le up .. ;of·,~se:ve;ra.Lp~rts, was des1.gned,·t·o get a measure of 
farmers' perception of the current agricultural situationo 
The second step was to formulate a wide range of questions relating 
to the goals, values, and attitudes ·which J:11ight affect farmers' pre-
ferences for specific ty-pes of programs. To do this it was necessary to 
determine whe.t kinds of goals 9 values, and attitudes might apply to 
government farm pro grains. 
MJ.ch has been 1e1ri tten about goals and values of American farmers •1 
M.,st of these vJl"itings have been in somewhat general terms with no effort 
being made to relate values and goals held to specific behavior. However~ 
researchers at Cornell University who attempted to relate value orienta-
tions to practice adoption by New York farmers concluded that choice 
situati.ons must be specific if high correlations are to be obtained bet-w-een 
values held and behavioral action. 2 
1see Goa.ls~ Values in Agricultural Policy (Ames, 1961). 
2olaf F. Larson, "Basic Goa.ls and Values of Fa.rm People," Goals 
fillg, Values in Agricultural Policy (Ames, 1961) ~ p. 143-1.57. 
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Brewster says the heart of any serious social problem is a conflict 
of deep-~eated value judgments concerning the kinds of people and forms 
of so<:::tal organization that a.re most prizedo 3 In such conflicts, choice 
of goals is inhibited by uncertainty as to what alternatives are possible 
and ·which ones are most desirable. There are problems of meshing deep-
seated values which were developed in the pre-ma.chine age 1 1iJith current 
E1Conomic and technological conditions. 
:F'ou:r creeds that have guided development of various American policies 
through the yea:t'S, according to Brewster~ are the work ethic, democratic 
creed, enterprise creed, and the creed of self-integrity .• c, There is no 
11eed to describe these in detail here but their mention does provide a. 
starting point for developing an approach to determining the values and 
attitudes which can p:l'."ofitably be exruni1'led in light of the current agri-
cultural situationo 
The wo:rk ethic undoubtedly has had a strong influence on agricultural 
polieyo This ethic says that man should work hard and strive for excell-
ence in his employment if he wants to merit the respect of his fellovmien. 
This value might be reflected in a fa.rmer 0s attitude toward efficiency in 
agrtcrultural production. Thi.s att:l..tude might also reveal a f'amertts 
feeling about his responsibility to the economic welfare of society in 
general. 
B:rei,rster is work ethic includes the judgment that the self-made man 
is the mr:,st :respected of all. This value might be reflected in a farmergs 
attitude toward government expenditures for agricultural programs. This 
3,kihn M. Brei;;.rster 9 "Society Values and Goals with Respect to Agri-
cult1.:tre911 G~)B .. ls and Values i,,n.Agricultural Policy (Ames~ 1961)~ ppo 114-
lJ?. 
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might al.so be influenced by the work ethic judgment that society 
owc,s to each man the equivalent of hi.s contribution" 
A f 1Jrmer ~ s attitude tm;mrd government help may also be a:n indica t.ion 
of how strcmgly he holds to the enterprise creed as deseribed by Brev11:d~,,r. 
Included in this creed are the judgments that (1) the individual is and 
ought to be responsib1e for his o,·m. economic secur:i.ty throughout life~ 
right to say how the:Lr product:Lcn1 urti ts will 
operate, 
In thi.s general field of attitudes,, questions for this study were 
dedgned to determine f10.rmers O attitudef; in the~ following subject areas: 
L Ck--Hl.19ral 1i_b,2:r•al-conservative orientation as determined by 
attitude,s to·vJ£trd goverrnnental participation in econor11ic affairs" 
2" Effic.iency in farm productiono 
3. Farmers i concern about gover:rnnerrt. and consm1·1er costs, 
L~o Responsibili t;y- of government to support farm i_ncome. 
5 o Ad.x11ini13l:;ratio_n of past government programs. 
information. 6 o Importance of 
In the e,rea of t:i.(m;, questions wer(3 aimed at find..ing out 
what :i:nf'orrr1a.tio:n sources 1.we most 9 and whether they believe tb_ey 
enough information about programs to make :intel.lig,:lnt choices, 
Ar1other question ,;.ms designed to obtain :farmers '<l concepts of the role of 
the College of Agriculture and E:id~tmsion .Service in disst"lminating infor·= 
111atiox1 on farm policies and progra:nrn, 
Measurerr1ent of attitudes and opinions a eompleJc procefc1s. 
It is partieu1arly complex in situations -wherr0 E'rn10tions may become very 
much .:i.nvol1red"' as is the case -when discu1,sing farm pol.i.c::Les and programs o 
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Thair said that many economists hesitate to attempt studies of human moti-
vations and behavior because of the complexity of the problem and the lack 
of proper training. 4 He noted that humans are victims of :rationalizati.on 
and, because many motivations are below the threshold of recognition, direct 
questions cannot be depended upon to give reliable answers. He stressed the 
need for research to determine what kinds of indirect questions will gi·11·e 
reliable answers. 
Questions concerning attitudes or opinions~ especially where hypothet= 
ical situations are i.nvolved, create difficult problems of communication 
between interviewer and respondent.5 One sociologist has saiq there is a 
desperate need for better projective techniques and better ways of getting 
respondents to reveal attitudes that are too emotionally charged to be 
accessible to direct questioning. 6 The problem of emotionally-toned words 
is a threat to the reliability of answers in any interview.7 
One of the chief problems in connection with attitude scales is their 
validity. The validity of any score is dependent upon the cooperation of 
the person answering the qttestions. A person can easily fake his response 
to many questions if he so desires. 
Another problem is that a person's stated attitudes inay not predict 
how he will act in a specific situation. Some studies report substantial 
4Philip J. Thair, "Research Problems in Dynamic Economics :1" .fr.2.-
ceedings of Research Conference 2ll. E;l;.§k. ~ Uncertainty .1n, Agriculture~ 
North Dakota Agricultural Experiment Station Bulletin 400 (Fargo, 19.55) 
P• 51. 
5Da.vidson and Mighell, p. 581-·582. 
6s. A. Stauffer, Social Research iQ. ~ Idea.,g. (New York, 1962), p. 291.P 
7w. E. Deming, "On Errors in Surveys," American Sociological ~view; 
IX (1944), pp • .359-.369. 
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t:l.ons between fWorGs on an att:i.tude scale and observed behavior; 
other:., re,port negli.gibLs: correlations" M1ch of the research .suggests a 
po:dtive corr<::1lation in the neighborhood of .50 to "60 between scores on 
r< 
attitud,8 sc:ales and r:;1,ctual p,::rfo:rma:nce or behavior •. ,) 
Lim.i tat.ions of attitude ;;:.:caleti were aptly described by Thu:C"stone: 
All th::1.t ·1·ife can do wl th an atti tud,3 .scale is tc, measure 
the attitude actually expressed i:d .. th the full realization tb.at 
c:nibj(3ct m&t~y ba consci.()Usl,t hlding hir, true att:l.t1.1<fa o:r that 
th,3 soc:iaJ. pressure of the situation had made him really bel:Leve 
·what he expresses o All that ·wt0 ean do is to minimi:2,e as far as 
possible the condit,ions that prevent our s1.ibjc',cts from te11:ing 
the truth~ or else t1) adj"i.:i.st our interpretations G.ccord:Lngly. 9 
Thesi:i problems and limitati.ons ntight lead one to question the value 
o.:f attempting research in such an area as a:t;l:.ituck-:,s towards farm pc)lic:ies 
(l) older ,1 c011m10nl3r used 
methods of attitudin2,l research, suc:h as direct questions 9 may be of some 
use if the::Lr li.mitatiorw are kept :i.n nrl .. nd, (2) some of th,~ newer tech= 
niques be:i.ng developed by psychologists a.nd sociolog;ists may help reduce 
the li.n1itations i.nvolved in such studies. In a discussion of image researeh,1 
T,,rhich quite similar to attitudinal :research~ BouldJ.ng h.B.s put the pro= 
blem in this pe1·spective g 
A.:notl".1er i.xr11Jortar1t area of re.search :i:n tb.e social scie11c(0s 
which i.s primarily eoncerned ·,iri th research into the image is 
pu'i:';l.ic opinion polling. One et:1.n admit all the deficiencies i.n 
the rr.et.hod, and at the same t.i.:r1J.e one has to confess that there 
is an important residue of resu.lts o 'I'he problem of eliciting 
inforrnat.ion about images by the simple device of r(-icording 
,u1swers to questions is by· no mE~ans insoluble o ~~e do not 
necessarily haiTe to take these ans-r,,re,:rs at face value,, There 
are difficult and subtle problem.s of interpretation, and I 
Q 
(.)Victor H. Noll, Introduct:i.on ~ Ed1 .. 1ea~·i.al ~!e&g,ur.;9m~J;xl;:. 
( Cauibridge -~ 1957) ~ . pp: • 293~ 29C-
9Lo L .. ThUl"Stone9 ~ Me~1!J',emei::d~ gf. ,Val~ (Chicago~ 1959)9 po2l0u 
think one would have to admit there is a. certain absence of 
theoretical structure" Nevertheless 9 even 'Iii th the crude 
apparatus ·which we have today the results are impressive. 
'I'hey are particularly irnpressi.Yf; b~:J!cause lJherever the polling 
is done regularly and ·,dth some systematic notion in mind we 
1.':an perceive not only soinething about the nature of the image 
but how it changesclO 
Attitudinal research is getting more attention from agricultural 
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economists o A munber of attitudinal studies 1,:rere mentioned in the revi.ew 
publ.:tshed a bulletin ·11Thich describes three different ana1yti.ca1 met.hods 
for measuring farmers~ attitudes toward use of short-term credito 11 
Attitudinal research is also an important part of many studies on 
managerial abilityo 
Technique Selected 
'!'he technique selected for use in the attitudinal section of the 
study is an adapt,ation of the L:Lkert scale o The respordent is given a 
single statement or a nmriber of statements considered d(:iscriptive of 
attitudes toward sp,3cific idfc'J.2,s or program.so He then j_ndicates the 
E'JJrtent of his agreement or disagreemc-)nt on a fi ve~,point scale: Strongly 
Agre,e ~ Agree, Undeeided 9 D:1.sagreo "' Strongly Di.sagree o 
'l'he basic 111eth(.)dology of the t.ec:hnique was used by 'I\,ryman and 
Biddle of the Oklahoma. State Unhn:n~r:;i ty College of Education in a study· 
of the percepti.011 of the role of public ,school teacherso12 Hobbs,, Beal~ 
10Ke:rmeth E. Boulding 9 lb& ;"gp.g.ll§ (Ann Arbors 1956) ~ pp. 1.56L~l58o 
11Don Bostwick, James Esmay~ and Gorden Rodewald~ A.i;:,titudin,il..l, 
R,::.isearch Rel.a tin!]; 12, Farmers w ~ !2.£. §.):1.ort=:+.?..I'Y!l S:;!J;,,ecfil~ U o S. Department 
of Ag:ricultu:re ERS-25 (Washington~ 1961). 
12 
J. Po Twyman and Bo J. Biddle, "Role Conflict of Public Sc:hool 
Teachers w" ~ Journal cl, Ps;)Cch..il,m~.,, LV (1963) \) pp., 183~198,, 
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and Bc;,hlen used it in a study r0elating certain values held by farmers to 
1~· 
their economic return." J This type of agree,-disagree analysis has been 
used extensively for public opinion polls by the University of Michigan 
CentElr0 
llJ, 
1rhis method has an advantage in that statements do not have to be 
on a continuum or assigned any partieular we:l.ght~ but statements 
shou.ld. be decidedly .fa vora.ble or un:f avorable, 'I'he ll.t3e of a :fi ve~,,point 
scale for each iti,,m provides more information than the simple dichotomy· 
of 1c 11agree iu or 11disagree o 11 ::> 
In som.e cases~ more than one statement was used to measu.re a par-
ticular attitude o 'I'here is evidence that an indl':JX based on several 
statements bears a more mean:i.ngful and stable relationship to behavi.or 
. 16 than do ans\ .. rers to single attitudinal question~," Answers to individaa.l 
qtH:istions are subject to some margin of error. 'rhe impact of marginal 
errors :i.s greatly reduced when answers to several questions are combinedo 
Scale scores , .. rhero :multiple statements -r1,rere uscad ·were computed as 
follows: If the responderit "Strongly Agr,se 11 on a statement that 
indicated a positive o:r.,, favorahle response consistent 1,i/J.th an attit:ude 9 
a score of l was gi.ven; 11Agree 11 'h,ms given a score of 2, and so on to a 
score of 5 for a 11StrongJ,y Disagre(:J,, ,u The scoring system was reversed 
13Dar;yl Hobbs, George Beal, ai:1d J"oe Bohlenj "The Prediction of Farm 
Econo11:Li.c Productivity~ 11 a paper presented at the Rural Sociological 
Society Meeting, Northridge 9 Californiaj) August 23-2?, 1963, 
ll.J"v o O., Key~ Jro ~ Public QEinJ ... cu1 ~ ~~m.Qric~ l&lu~.£:'L (Ne,, York~ 
1961)~ po 2l}. 
l5Jo C. Nunnally,1 J:r. ~ ~Jj!.t,.§... ~ ~lfilU',<~p1cn1'~ (New Yorks, 1959)~ P• 306,, 
16Eva Mueller? "Effects of Ccmsumer Attitudes on Purchases~ 11 J411er;1,,.c,p.n 
Economic Review 1 XLVII (1957) 1, po 9Ll,,:3o 
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for statements that reflected a negative or unfavorable attitude. A 
"Strongly Agree" mark was given a score of 5 and so on to 1 for a nstrongly 
Disagree" responseo An individuales scale scores were obtained by sum= 
ming the item scores w1.thin each scaleo 
Statements used in the attitudinal questions ·were glee.ned from 
earlier research projects, newspaper and magazine stories~ speeches, and 
personal eontactso Attempts to validate the scale statements as being 
ropresentative of diffE~rent personal positions on the attitudlnal area 
in question consisted of three steps: 
L A large :rrumber of statements was gathered rela,tive to each 
attitudinal area. 
2. 'fhese statements ·were revie1,,ed and those that tended to be 
duplicating or hazy in meaning were eliminated. 
3. The remainir1g i terns were ad.ministered to a preliminary sample 
of farmers. Total scores were then computed on each attitudinal 
subjecto Statements which indicated they would differentiate 
between the respond,:mts were retai.ned. 
Attitudinal responses wc:ire analyzed to determine if there were 
significant differences betweeri. farmers ,,:rhen the following socioeconomic 
variables were considered: production area~ age 9 education, organizational 
index, farm pr<)gram preferences, 1963 referendum vote, fair price for uiheat:1 
,~:irpected f't·1re·,.year free market price~ full or part"~time operator~ polltical 
party, farm organization merribership 9 debt/asset ratio, total income~ off ... 
farm/total income ratio, farm size!, tenure,, attendance at farm meetings, 
and net worth. 
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A Mann~Whitney U test was used to analyze differences in the 
attitudinal scores which were based on ordinal rank distributions. This 
is a statistic that tests the differences between two rank distributions, 
and is comparable to the parametric t test of the differences between two 
meanso Siegel describes the test as follows: 
When at least an ordinal measurement has been achieved, 
the Mann-Whitney U test may be used to test whether two inde-
pendent groups have been drawn from the same populationo This 
is one of the most powerful of the non-parametric testst and it 
is a most useful alternative to the parametric t test when the 
researcher 1iil'ishes to avoid the t testVs assumptions 11 or when 17 
the measurement in the research is weaker than interval scaling. 
The first computational step is to assign the rank of 1 to the lowest 
score in the combined (n1 + n2) group of scores, assign rank 2 to the 
next lowest score, and continue until all scores have been ranked. Then 
where n1 ~. number of scores in group l; n2 = number of scores in group 2; 
and R1 = sum of the ranks assigned to the group whose sample size is n1 o 
It has been shown that as n1 and n2 increase in size~ the sampling 
distribution of U rapidly approaches the normal distribution. That is, 
when n2 is greater than 20, the significance of an observed value of U 
may be determined by 
Z = 1< ..... nal )_(n_z_) __ (n ... 1 ... +_n....,2_+_1 )_ 
~ . 12 
l7Sidney Siegel, Nonpararnetrj.c Statistics for the Behaviorial 
Sciences (New York, 1956), p. 116. 
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The probability associated vd.th the occurrence of values as large as 
an observed Z may be determine.cl by reference to a table of standard normal 
distributiono 
In another part of the analysis, a regr\?.Ssion technique is used to 
deternLi.ne whether information about farrne:rsv attitudes in addition to 
socioeconomic characteristics will increase the predictability of pro·= 
gram preferences. 
It would have been possible to develop specific h,ypotheses about 
th('.l relationships of attitudes to all the variables consideredo However 1 
the large number of hypotheses necessary to cover a.11 the potentialities 
·would have been impractical and needlessly burdensome. 'rhe significant 
differences discovered by the analysis are conside1~ed to be a preliminary 
validation of some of the e:xisting relationships between attitudes a.nd 
18 
preferenceso 
Data Ga the ring 
As the schedule ·was devc~l.oped 9 two potential problems in a.dminis-
teri.ng it became apparent, These ·were the difficulty and length of the 
schedule. This dissertation deals w:ith only part of the questions asked 
in the survey. Some questions were unusually difficult because of the 
numerous implications and qualificati.ons involved. This meant that it 
would be difficult to keep from losing the respondent in ti mass of detail. 
To help overcome this problem, a series of cards ·was used i;d th the respon·= 
dent during the interview. The cards carried information in outline forrn 
which the respondent could: fol.low as the intervievrer read the questiono 
18This was the approach used b3r Everett Do E:rb in 11A Q·=Sort Study of 
Attitudes and Achievement," (unpubli.she,d Ed. D. thesis 9 Oklahoma Sta.te 
University, 1960). 
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The problem of length of questionnaire developed because of the many 
variables uhich were thought to be relevant to farmers' overall preferences 
for wheat programs. To overcome this problem of length, Part I of the 
questionnaire , consisting of 13 pages, was mailed to the respondents. 
The respondent was asked to fill out Part I on his own (see letter in 
Appendix D). Then an interviewer called the .respondent to make an appoint-
ment to pick up Part I and fill out Part II of the questionnaire. Most 
of the questions analyzed in this dissertation were contained in Part I 
of the questionnaire. The questionnaire is reproduced in Appendices 
E and F. 
Areas Sampled 
This study was concerned with the preferences and attitudes of 
wheat growers -- those who were operating wheat farms. The sample 
population was made up of individuals designated as actually growing 
wheat by the county ASCS offices. Included were full owners, part 
oimers, and tenants. The sample population did not include landlords. 
Areas selected for sampling were considered to be representative of 
four different types of wheat production areas within the hard red winter 
wheat belt of Oklahoma, Kansas, Nebraska, Coloradoj and Texas (see 
Figure 1). Primary factors considered in selection were land resources, 
climate , and type of farm operation. 
Grant County, Oklahoma, is like much of the wheat production area 
found in North Central Oklahoma and South Central Kansas where wheat is 
the most important crop and yields are relatively high and consistent. 
Texas County, Oklahoma, is representative of the specialized wheat area 
25 
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Nev;r lYle:.id co 
Figure 1. The heavy line encloses !~e area of concentrated hard red 
winter wheat production. The sample 1i,as drawn from the 
four small enclosed areaso 
1911.larketin.g, U. S. Department of Agriculture Yearbook (Washington, 
1954), P• 415. 
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in Oklahoma, Northern Texas, Southwestern Kansas, and Southeastern 
Colorado (often called the Panhandle). Yields tend to be low andi. vari-
able. 
In Kansas~ Washington County was selected as typical of a diversified 
farming area in North Central Kansas and South Central Nebraska. This 
is an area in which wheat is an important crop but where other crops are 
of near equal importance. Yields are relatively high and stable. 
Thomas County, Kansas~ is typical of the high plains wheat area 
found in Northwest Kansas, Western Nebraska 9 and Northeast Colorado. 
Another factor considered in the selection of the areas was the 
general attitude toward wheat programs as reflected by the county vote in 
the wheat referendum held in May, 1963. The four counties were selected 
to avoid a sizeable departure from the state average percentage of farmers 
voting ''yes" in the referendum. The Oklahoma state average was 41 per-
cent; Grant County was Li,3 percent; Texas County· was 36 percent. 'rhe 
state average in Kansas was li,3 percent; Washington County was 36 per-
cent; Thomas County ,ms 3? percent. 
In addition, personnel of' the state ASCS office and Extension 
Service in each state were contacted to determine if there 1"rere any 
current political or personnel problems in the cmmties selected that 
·would tend to distort the general opinion climate. 
After checking with these agencies~ lists of' all wheat operators 
(growers) in each county were obtained from the state ASCS offices. 
Several areas in three of the counties were eliminated after looking at 
density of operators and consideratd.on of additional information from 
extension agents and soil maps. It was believed that even though these 
areas are within the county boundaries~ they are not generally represent-
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a tive of the whf)a t production areas under study ( si:1e Figu::ce 2) be cause 
o:f soil type and the reGulting predominant forms of farm enterprises. 
The areas eliminated tend to be grassy or sandy 9 and wheat production 
is not as intensiYe as in the remairLi.ng parts of these counties. 
Budget limitations prevented taking a random sample o:E' farmers over 
total arc1as under stud;y- 11 so a random sample of communities within 
ccnmty was drat,m. Then 1;1. random sample ",,,Jas taken of ,,,:,rheat operators 
w1.thin these communities. A total goal of 500 interviews was established 
as a compromise between budget limitations and an adequate N for the 
types of analysis anticipated. The number dravm within each comxnuni ty 
was proportional to the total number of operators in each community and 
the county. Interviews T,,ere taken durj_ng July:1 August~ and September~ 
1964. 
'!'able I presents social and economic data which describe the farms 
,md farmers found in each county. 
TABLE I 
SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC DATA DESCRIPTIVE OF 
F AIDlS AND FARMERS IN SURVEr1 
!..'"::-..-..... ,. -~·~--·-,--.-.-~.-:;::::,.;::;:-:=;;;::::.•::;::,..;:::::w:=! :=::,.:::,:•.:;:•=-"":;:;:::;·•-:,:::;•:=-=-=•===========-:==:••:::-:••::;:•~::• == 
-----·--· _____ ,_.Qrant ... __ Te .... , xa ......., . __ s ______ 'IJ10111as Washi1~ 
Number interviewed 150 
Ave. age 50" 8 
A:<re. years of school 11.1 
Ave. total acres farmed 572 
Ave. acres wheat allotment 232 
Ave" net farm income, 59-63 $3994 
Ave. non-farm income~ 63 $1858 
Ave. net worth $68 9 824, 
Jb Farm Bureau members 41 
}6 Farmers Union members 21 
}& Democrats 54 
f6 Republicans 37 
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~ Comm.unities eliminated from sample area. 
[[]] Communities dravm for interviewing" 
r 
Thomas County 
Figure 2. These county maps show communities which were eliminated 
· before s~ple was ... dravm and comm.uni ties in which inter-
, viet,s were taken. 
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fo,)fusals and Possible Bias 
Schedules were completed on 80 percent of the names drawn in the 
sample. Percentages of completi.on for counties were: Grant, 81; Texas 1 
7.5; Thomas, 83; Washington, 83., The lower percentage of completion in 
Texas County was primarily a result of greater difficult,y in physically 
contacting the respondents. About 50 percent of the non-completions in 
each county were outright refusals on the part of the farmc:1r to cooperate"' 
The other .50 percent were due to sicknes.s, death 9 quit farrning 9 or other 
such reasons. 
It is difficult to assess the preferences of farmers ·who refused to 
h:l interviewed, From comments they made, it is believed they tended to 
be somewhat anti··government although this was not true of all of these 
individualso The results of the study may be biased slightly toward 
farmers ·c,;,ho prefer government programs but the number of refusals was so 
small that such bias is not likely to have significantly affected the 
conclusions of this study. 
Evaluation of Survey Procedure 
The procedure of maili.ng a part cf' the qm:istiormaire to respondents 
worked quite successfully. ApproJd.mate1y '75 percent of the farmers who 
participated had Pa.rt I nearly completed when the interviewer arrived to 
com.plete Part II. However 9 the mailout method did have some limitationso 
Ther,s 1.,:ras the possibility of a respondent not understanding the questions 
in Part I and not having an interviewer present to clarify the question" 
In such cases, the respondent may ha.ve proceeded filling i.n answers, 
even though he didnwt really understand the question. On the other hand 9 
not having the interviewer present may have encouraged more frank 
responses and reduced interviewer bias. 
30 
When an interviewer picked up Part I from a respondent, he would 
scan through it to see if all questions were answered. In this process, 
it was quite easy to overlook a question that wasntt answered. As a 
result, this part of the questionnaire may have had more omissions than 
if the interviewer had personally asked all the questions. However, the 
number of omissions on Part I was not large. 
There is always the question of respondent fatigue when dealing with 
a questionnaire of this length. However, interviewers did not believe 
such fatigue was a serious problem in this study if the respondent filled 
out Part I before the interviewer arrived. 
Experience in this study indicates that when a team of interviewers 
is used for taking detailed schedules, one person should edit all schedules 
within one or two days after they are taken. This procedure lrould help 
in getting all schedules completed in a consistent manner. Interviewers 
need a thorough training session before going to the field and a shorter 
session after each interviewer has taken several schedules. 
Several respondents noted the difficulty of some of the questions 
and said it 11would take a week 11 to really make up their minds. 
CF.APrER III 
OPINIONS ON FARH PROBLEM AND PROGRAM OB,JECTIVES 
The purpose of this chapter is to describe fn:.rmers ~ opiYiions as to 
·:Jhat causes the fa.rm probl,;im. 9 viha.t a w'heat progra.m should accom.plish 9 
and what are the most a.cceptable means of raising fa.rm income from Irheat. 
Farmers were asked to agree or disagree on a five-,place sea.la wJ.th 
items related to the above three questions. T'ne scale was: Strongly 
Agree, Agree~ Undecided; Disagree, and Strongly Disagree. 
. . 
This ch&pter will deal with the simple distribution of opinions 
!' 
! ,, 
along this /agree-disagree scale. Opinions may cluster closely together 
which inJcates widespread agreement on the question. In another situ.a-
/ 
I 
tion the" opinion distribution may show a. clear-cut bi-polarization. 'rhese 
different types of distribution create radically different opinion con·~ 
texts for governmental action.1 
Causes of the Fa.rn1 Problem 
Figures 3 and 4 show the percentages of farmers choosing ea.ch of the 
scale ratings f'o:r eight possible causes of the farm problem. The nmnber 
of observations on this question was 500. Item A in Figure J shows that 
farmers were quite evenly split as to whether improved technology has been 
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Item B. High Costs of 
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SA= Strongly Agree, A== Agree 
U = Undec:ided 
D == Disagree 1, SD "" Strongly Disagree 
figure 3. Distribution of Farmers ij Opinions on Agree--Disagree Scale 
for Items A9 B9 C~ and Das Being Possible Causes of 
the Farm Problem. 
32 
33 
a cause of the farm problem. This :may indicate that some farmers do not 
associate improved technology with the current surpluses of some farm 
com.modi ties. 
Farmers tended to agree that high costs of processing and marketing 
were causes of the farrr, problem (Item B, Figure .3 ). This attitude is 
reflected in the concern often expressed by farmers about their declining 
share of the consumer's dollar. 2 Another probable result of this attitude 
is the current Congressional investigation of the structure and margins in 
the food marketing industry.3 
Farmers were mixed in their reaction to the effects of past government 
programs, as sho•wn in Item C, Figure J. More farmers were undecided on 
this statement than on any of the other statements in the question. The 
fact that one-half the farmers agreed that past govern.ment programs were 
a cause of the current farm problem indicates that farmers are not fully 
satisfied viii th such programs. 
Farmers did not, in general, agree with the statement that farmers 
can get credit too easily (Item D, Figure 3). Howeverll a number of farmers 
cited specific examples where they judged that easy credit contributed to 
the problem. One such case was in Texas County where a farmer complained 
that low cost loans were available through the government for development 
of irrigation wells. He said that irrigation increasas crop output 9 thus 
aggravating the farm problem. 
2Geoffrey S. Shepherd, 1:1@.rketiq~ fa.mi Products (.Axnes, 1955), pp. 258~259. 
3E.Q.ru! Field Reporter, December 7 1 1964, p. 1. 
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Farmers tended to agree that one cause of the farm problem is 
their own attempt to increase income by increasing production (Item E, 
Figure 4). This statement received more agreement than did the one on 
improved technology (Item A, Figure 3), although the two are similar in 
nature. Farmers adopt new technology as they tr-y to increase their 
income. 
The g:i:•eatest agreement to any statement was elicited by the one 
which proposed that high wages in industry are a cause of the farm pro= 
blem (Item F !I Figure 4 ). Farmers may be especially sensitiv-e to this 
idea for two reasons: (1) farmers have seen the prices of many of the 
items they buy rise in recent years while prices of the products they 
sell have fallen; and (2) the hourly wages of workers employed in 
manufacturing appear very high to many farmers. 
Item G, Figure h, shows that farmers also largely agreed that their 
lack of bargaining power was a cause of the farm problem. This statement 
has been the rallying cry of the National Farmers Organization. 
Finally, a :majority of the farmers did not agree that poor manage-
ment is the :main reason why farmers have income problems (Item. H, 
Figure Li,) o However 9 about one--fifth did agree that this was a ca.use. 
The specific wording of this statement should be noted as it specifies 
that poor management is the ''ma.inn reason why farmers have income pro= 
bl.ems. The reaction might have been quite different if it had indicated 
that poor management is 11one of the reasonsn why farmers have income 
problems. 
Farmers varied considerably in what factor they considered to be 
the most important cause of the farm problem 9 as shown by Table II. The 
statement about high wages in industry was picked most often but it 
SA A u D SD 
Item Eo Farmers 'rry to 
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Income Pro bl.ems • 
D = Disagree, SD = Strongl;y Disagr,se 
Figure 4. Distribution of Farmers w Opinions on Agree-~Disagree Scale for 
Items E, F, G, and Has Being Possible Causes of the Farm 
Problem. 
TABLE II 
FARMERS' OPINIONS ON MOST IMPORTANT CAUSE OF THE FARM PROBLEM 
.Q&_u.se 
High wages in industry cause high prices for what 
the fa:rmer buys. 
Farmers lack bargaining power. 
High costs of processing and marketing after 
products leave the farm. 
Past government farm programs. 
Increased use of fertilizer, hybrid seed, 
irrigation, and big machinery. 
Farmers try to increase their income by 
increasing production. 
Farmers can get credit too easily. 
Poor management is the main reason why farmers 
· have income problems. 
Other 
a.Percent of farmers answering question. 
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3 • .5.5 
3.67 
accounted for only 24 percent of the farmers answering the question. It 
is noteworthy that only nine percent saw improved technology as the main 
cause when among economists it is generally accepted as one of the major 
contributing factors. This study and othe:rs have shown that farmers tend 
to select as the most important causes those factors which are beyond 
their control, such as high wages in industry and high costs of marketing. 
'3'7 
Ogg calls thes,:i the ''farn.i.liar scapegoats of long standing among farmers.,./} 
These choices ind.ica.te a lack of understanding and acceptance of the world 
as it is,1 accord:l.ng to Ogg, and provide a discouraging prospect for farmer 
of a policy consistent with long-run adjustments" 
The per·centages of "Strongly Agree II ratings ·,·,rere a good pr-sdictor of 
the causes farmers would consider most j.mportar.1.t. The ca.uses that had thf, 
highest parcentage of "Strongly Agree 11 :ratings 1r.n9re the orJ:as 1:iel,::iGted most 
oft.cm. as being the most important i.n Table IL 
'fhe complete data for each county a.re shovm in Appendix A, Table L 
There appeared to be general agreement among all areas on this questiono 
Objectives of a Wheat Program 
In this quest.ion, farmers were asked whether they considered seven 
possil,le objectives of a wheat program to be important. They were also 
asked to select the objective they considered most importanto This 
question ·was anm,ifered by L199 farmers. 
Figures 5 and 6 shov1· the agreement-disagreement with the seYen 
objectives., Item A in Figure 5 shm,rn that a majority of farmers agreed 
that keeping dmm farmers' costs to grow wheat was impo:rtant., A substan-
tial number~ 18 percent 9 were undecided on this stat.emento It would seem 
that the 20 percent who disagreed with this statement did not associate 
costs 9 or ef'ficiency 9 directly vrlth their profits. 
Strong agreement was given to the objective of keeping wheat prices 
on a par vrlth other prices in the economy (Item B~ Figure .5)G This strong 
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Item D. Increase Far-
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1rJheat. 
SA= Strongly Agree, A= Agree 
U = Undecided 
D = Disagree, SD= Strongly Disagree 
Figure 5. Distribution of Fanners' Opinions on Agree-Disagree Scale 
for Items A9 B, C, and Das to What a Wheat Program 
Should Accomplish. 
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feeling may be due to the great emphasis that has been placed on the con-
cept of parity prices in past yearso Also~ this is a very tangible con-
cept for farmers to grasp. A number of farmers pointed out to interviewers 
that during the late 1940 9 s, they could buy a new trEi.ctor for a specific 
number of bushels of wheat, and now it takes :many more bushels to buy a 
tractor. 1'hey appeared to think in terms of the purchasing po1x1er of a 
bushel of wheat rather than total purchasing p(ntirer made possible by greater 
yields and larger farms in recent years. 
Item C in Figure 5 shows the wide variation in opinion about the 
objective of keeping bread prices low. More than one-fourth of the far-
mers were undecided on this question .. In this case, farmers find them-
selves in the position of being both a producer and a consumer, and this 
results in conflict. 
Another objective that had general support from farmers was that of 
increasing farmers~ income from wheat (Item D, Figure 5) .. However, the 
percentage of "Strongly Agree" rankings on this objective was just one-
half of that on the objective of keeping wheat prices on a par with other 
prices in the economy. This again may indicate that farmers think more 
readily in terms of prices for what they sell rather than in terms of 
incomeo It could also mean they belie,re they are better off with 100 
percent pari t;t prices than 100 percent parity income because of increa.sed 
volume and efficiency. 
Item E in Figure 6 shows that a slight majority agreed ·with the 
objective of giving farmers freedom to produce and market as they wish. 
However, this objective had the highest percentage of "Strongly Disagree" 
rankings of any objective listed. Also, 14 percent i;rere undecided,, This 
indicates that even though farmers would like to see government regulation 
ll'7b 
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Figure 60 Distribution of Farmers 9 Opinions on Agree·~·Dj_sagree Scale 




kept to a minimum, as will be shown by Item G, a substantial number of 
farmers do not advocate complete freedom to produce and market farm goods. 
Farmers generally agreed to the objective of keeping dovm government 
expense (Item F, Figure 6). Farmers often commented that farm programs 
cost the government too much for what farmers get out of it. They were 
especially critical of the number of ASCS employees required to administer 
the programs. 
Agreement was very strong for keeping government :regulation to a 
minimum (Item G, Figure 6)0 Farmers repeatedly mentioned their dislike 
for the red tape and complexity of past programso 
Table III shows what farm program objectives farmers considered to 
be the most important. The percentage of "Strongly Agree" ratings was 
again a good predictor of the statements farmers would consider most 
important. A majority chose the objective of keeping ·wheat prices on a 
par with other prices in the economyo Again there is the quest.ion of 
why this objective should rank so much higher than the objective of 
increasing far111ers 0 income from wheat~ This feeling among farmers may 
have significance for policy makers when considering the relative accept= 
ability of a price support program as compared to an income support pro= 
gramo 
The objective of giving farmers freedom to produce and :market as 
they wish makes a surprisingly strong showing in this table when the dis-
tribution of its agree-disagree rankings is considered in Figure 60 When 
this objective is combined vd. th the related objective of minimizing govern~· 
ment regulation, the total percentage of farmers selecting them as the most 
important objectives about equaled the percentage of farmers who in another 
part of the study said they would prefer a free market over a government 
TABLE III 
FARiliJERS 9 OPINIONS ON MOST IMPORTANT OBJECTIVE OF FARM PROGRAY.tS 
Ob,iective 
Keep wheat prices on a par with other prices 
in the economy. 
Keep government regulation to a minimum. 
Give farmers freedom to produce and market 
as they vtlsh. 
Increase farmers' income from wheat. 
Keep down government expense. 
Keep do1m farmers~ costs to grow wheat. 
Keep bread prices low. 
Others 
aPercent of farmers answering question. 



















program. Personal goals of price, income, and freedom ranked much higher 
than society's goals of efficiency, low food costs, and low government 
costso Within the desired goals are the two elements which cause much of 
the controversy a.bout farm programs today: the desire for higher prices 
and income vs. the desire for ma:x:imwn freedom to produce and market. Under 
current conditions, the only feasible way to satisfy both of these goals 
is for government to support farm prices and incomes with sizeable Treasury 
outlays, but the public resists such programs. A product of the conflict 
is a dichotomy among farmers as represented by the contrasting ideologies 
of the Farm Bureau and the Farmers Union. 
Complete data for each county are shown in Appendix A9 Table IL 
There was general agreement among areas on these items. 
Means of Raising Income 
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Efforts to raise farm income from wheat could focus on a number of 
different methods. Farmers interviewed were given eight different methods 
and asked to approve or disapprove of each as the principal means of rais= 
ing farm income. 'I'he number of observat:tons was 498. 
Item A in Figure 7 shows that nearly three-fourths approved of reduc-
ing farmers" costs to gro·w wheat. This would seem logical because many 
farmers complainE:;cl of the high cost of production inputs they had to buy 9 
especially machinery. 
Farmers also approved of reducing the marketing and processing mar-
gins of 111.iddlemen, as shovm by Item B? Figure 7" Farrn.e1·s had expressed 
earlier that the high cost of processing and marketing ·vifas one of the 
causes of the current farm problem. HoweYer, a nuntber of farmers raised 
the question as to ho,;,r these me.rgi.ns would be reduced. 
Three-fourths of tb.e farmers disapproved of increasing the price of 
bread (Item C, Figure ?). Again, farmers are in the corl.flic:ting position 
of being a producer and a consumer. Al.so 9 soma farmers commented that 
raising the price of bread vmuld not do much to raise the price of viheato 
Farrr1ers have seen the price of bread increase ·while wheat prices have 
decreased. 
Farmers split nearly equally on their approval-disapproval of con-
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Figure 7. Distribution of Farmers' Opinions on Approve-Disapprove Scale 
for Items A, B, C, and Das Being Principal .Means of 
Raising Farm Income. 
prices (Item D~ Figure '? ). Nearly one=fourth were undecidedo This 
indicates the unsettled nature of farmersij feelings toward present pro-
grams. 
ItEcm1 E in Figure 8 shows that farmers generally did not approve" of 
using govermnental control of the supply of farm products going to mar«· 
ket" This provides an interesting contrast ·with the _preceding statement 
and another part of this study ·tr1hich ,,3ho·1,Jed that about tb.J:''(:le=f ourths of 
the farmers preferred some type of government program to a free market • 
. Evidently many farmers do not associate all type:3 of programs which limit 
production with governmental control of supply,. The result again points 
to the t~ori.flict faced by farmers bet,,;.reen desire both for high income and 
freedom in production and marketing. 
Even stronger disapproval was given to the idea of making it easier 
for farmers to move off the farm so that there is more income for those 
remaining (Item F~ J:t"'ig1.ire 8). It received a rrmch higher percentage of 
"Strongly Disagree 11 ratings than did any- other statement in the question, 
This is not surprising """' a group usually will resist the idea that some 
of its members would be more useful in some other occupationo There is 
still a strong feeling of agricultural fundamentalism among many farmers 
and some farm organizations. This long-held doctr:i.ne is frequently- used 
in political speeches to farmers. 
The reaction against this idea of making it easier for farmers to 
move off the farm has important policy i;m.plications. Economists generally-
agree that one of the adjustments need(~1d is to :mov-e a substantial amount 
of labor resources now underemployed in agriculture into other sectr)rs of 
the economy" A program designed to accomplish this objective would have 
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Figure 8. Distribution of Farmers' Opinions on Approve-Disapprove Scale 
for Items E, F, G, and Has Being Principal Means of 
Raising Farm Income. 
to be named and handled carefully to a.void a strong negative reaction 
among many farmers~ some farm leaders, and some nonfa:rm people such as 
small tmm merchants. 
Item G in Figure 8 sho·ws farmers were about equally di vi.ded on the 
issue of increasing exports with government subsidies or donationso 
Twenty-six percent of the farmers ·11mre undecided on this statement -, .. 
the highest percentage in this category for any statement in the ques= 
tiono 
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An attempt to £ind more uses for farm products was given more vdde·~ 
spread approval than any other statement in the question (Item H~ Figure 
8). 'I'his idea has great appeal because it does not require the f'arrner to 
make any changes but instead, leaves him free to continue to produce and 
market as he wishes. 
·A relatively large nu.m.ber of farmers interviewed 11rere undecided on 
many of the statements in this question dealing ·with means of raising farm 
income. The implication is that while farmers in general agree farm 
income should be raised, many of them do not have a clear-·cut idea. of' how 
best to reach that goal~ 
Table IV shows that 1./4 percent of the farmers chose "finding more 
uses for farm products II as the one best way of raisi.ng farm income. This 
was more than twice the percentage received by any of the other statements. 
Farmers are probably unrealistic when they put so much stress on this idea. 
Extensive research efforts have focused on this goal for a number of years. 
Results have offered little promise for any major breakthrough in eil..'"tend-
ing the uses of farm products. 
TABLE IV 
FARMERS' OPINIONS ON THE BEST MEANS OF RA.ISING FARH INCOME 
Find more uses for farm productso 
Reduce the marketing and processing 111arg1.ns of 
middlemen a 
Continue present government programs 1 but re. .. ise the 
level. of support pric,ss and government pa;yments" 
Reduce farmers r costs to grow ,,.;rheato 
Increase export,s with government subsidiei, ,, or 
donations if necessary. 
Use government control of supply of farm p1°oducts 
going to market. 
Increase tb.e price of breado 
llllake it easier for farmers to move off the farm so 
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'I'wenty percent of the farmers chose the i:t.em 9 11Reduce the 
and processing margins of mi.ddlorrien," as best mean:3 of 
income. Again, economists that there is littl,;, possibili.t;y of 
general reduction in marketing and processi.ng margins of nri.ddlemen. 
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This means about two-thirds of the farmers gave respon.::oes that cannot at 
this time be considered reasonable approaches to increa.ning farm income, 
significantly. An educational process :i.s needed to help farmers face 
more realistically the hard choi.ees open to themo 
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The use of gover:n.Yfl.ent programs received little approval as being the 
best means of raising fa.rm income. This indicates that when given a. gen-
eral type.of choice, farmers want to move away from.government programs. 
lfowever j) it was shown elsewhere in this survey that when confronted vrl. th 
a ·more specific choice between a government program and a: free market, a 
majority of farmers preferred some type of programo 
Th.is raises seriotl.s questions about the relevance of the survey 
results reported in farm magazines where farmers are asked rather general 
.questions about the optimal degree of government involvement in agricul= 
ture o These survey responses might vary considerably 'With the degree of 
specificity.of the questions involved. 
Complete county data on this question dealing with means of raising 
farm income are shown in Appendix A, Table IIL Again there was general 
agreement among areas on these items. 
Summary of Opinions 
In sUllll.Uary, the analysis in this chapter illustrates the difficulty 
of developing farm poli.cies and programs which 'Mill bring about desirable 
adjustments and yet have vtldespread approval among farrn.ers. Ifi.rst, it 
was found that farmers tended to blame the farm problem on causes ·which 
lay beyond their control. Forty percent said the most important cause 
was either }:l.igh wages in industry, or high marketing margins. Only nine 
percent rated improved technology as tht=;. most important causeo 
Secondly, the analysis showed that farmers disagreed as to the 
most important objectives of farm programs. Sixty-one percent said 
higher wheat prices and incomes were most important while 25 percent 
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wanted more freedom from goverrur1ent regulationo These conflicting goals 
result in farm organizations asking the policy planners and the legisla-
tive bodies for opposing types of programs. In additi.on, the planners 
and legislative bodies mu.st consider societygs goals of low bread prices, 
low goYernment costs, and production efficiency1 all three of which were 
rated at the bottom of the list by farmerso 
Finally, it 1,,ras found that 64 percent o.f the farmers said the best 
means of raising farm income was to find new uses for fa.rm products, or 
reduce marketing margins. These cannot be considered realistic approaches. 
An additional 10 percent of the farmers said the best way to increase farm 
income was to :reduce farmers' costs to grow wheat. Such an effort on the 
part of all farmers would likely increase output and further depress prices 
and incomes. The idea of making it easier for farmers to move out of agri-
culture was strongly rejected. 
The difficulty of developing acceptable farm policies and programs 
will be discussed further in the next chapter in the analysis of far:mersll 
perception of the current agricultural situation. 
CHAPTER IV 
ANALYSIS OF FARMERSff PERCEPTION AND ATTITUDE SCORES 
Other researchers have noted that a fa.rm.er-us preferences for farm 
programs are probably influenced by a number of attitudes as well as the 
programs' tangible effects upon the individualffs farm. operation. It can 
also be postulated that a farmer's perception of the current farm sit= 
uation will have an effect upon program preferences. This chapter -will 
present the results of this study's attempt to relate farmerss percep= 
tion of the current agricultural situation and various attitudes to 
farm program preferences and a number of socioeconomic variableso 
The perception and attitude scores discussed in this chapter are 
based upon as few as one statement or item 9 and in one instance as mal'zy 
as 11 statements. The scores~ in the order in which they are discussed, 
are: 
1. Perception of current farm si tua. tion. 
2o Liberal-Conservative orientation. 
3. Attitude toward farm production efficiency. 
4. Attitude toward government cost o.f farm prog:ramso 
.5. Attitude toward consumer cost for food. 
6. Attitude toward governmentijs responsibility to support 
farm prices and incomes. 
?. Attitude toward administration of past. government programs. 
8. Attitude toward importance of farm program information. 
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After each of the items ·within each scale has been treated separately, 
total attitude scores will be analyzed for association with a number of 
socioeconomic variables. Finally, a profile of scores will be presentedll 
comparing groups of farmers w~th different preferenceso All simple per= 
cent.age figures used in this chapter are based on 499 observations. 
Perception of Current Si t1.1.ation 
Previous research in the area of farmersg understanding of farm 
programs has been aimed primarily at determ:i.ning fa.rrae:rs O knowledge of 
causes of the farm problem and of specific types of programs. 1 It was 
felt, however, that it would be desirable to get a. more basic measure 
of farmers' perception of the current agricultural situation and the 
underlying economic relationships. 
That this concept of economic perception is an important problem 
is illustrated by comments made by Professor Wo W0 Cochrane in a summary 
of his experiences as econom.:i.c advisor to Secretary of Agriculture 
Orville L. Freeman: 
The economic literacy of farmers generally is distress .... 
ingly low. In the wheat referendum of 1963, there were 
farmers who actually believed that wheat prices would rise 
wtth the elimination of price support or the reduction of 
price support to 50 percent of parity for that commodity. 
Most livestock producers, and mari;y of their leaders, ha.ve 
no conception ·whatsoever of the indirect price an.d income 
support provided producers of animal products through the 
support of feed grain prices. Most producers do not 
understand the differential effect on their income from 
an output increase on their particular farm resulting 
from a technological advancei, and from. an aggregat9 
output increase resulting from the in.dustry0~wide adoption 
1Stroup, ppo 1J4,...166. 
of a new and improved technology. And the implications 
of farm technological advance for the average size of 
farm and th~ n1?J:ll,ber of farms and farmers are just not 
considered. 
The practical effects of this lack of understanding have been 
outlined by Tweeten: 
In my judgement the great void in fa.rm policy is 
not lack of program alternatives or even knowledge of 
their implications. Rather the hiatus is between what is 
h.'l'lown by economists and what is known and applied by far= 
mers. The policymaker himself may be informed, but a 
Congressman who realizes that a program X which farmers 
now want will be completely unsatisfactory in the long-
run may be inclined to vote for X if a negative vote 
spells no return to Congress next fall.3 
Carried even further, the effects of farmers' perception of the 
current agricultural situation are felt in many facets of local 
comm.unity life. The quality and types of education offered in local 
schools may be affected by how well farmers understand long=term 
trends in agriculture. The outlook of the communityijs young people 9 
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their choice of occupation~ and the number that decide to go to college 
:may be influenced by how farmers view the agricultural situationo 
Individual farm operations~ farm organizations, and farm=related busi= 
nesses are likely to be affected. Evidence of these effects can be 
seen by contrasting a communi.ty in which farmers have been making needed 
adjustments in farm operations and one in which such adjustments have 
not been made. 
2vvillard W. Cochrane, "Some Observa.tions of an Ex Economic Advi.sor: 
or What I learned in Washington~" Journal Qi.~ EconQ:irdcs~ XLVII (1965) 9 
p. 456. 
3Luther Tweeten, "The Farm. Firm in Agricultural Policy Research," a 
paper read at the Workshop on Price and Income Policies, AgricL1.ltu:ral 
Policy Institute, North Carolina State University~ Raleigh, April 21, 196.5. 
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This study had three objectives in attempting to measure farmers' 
perception of economic relationships. The first objective was to get 
an indication of the types of relationships farmers fail to understand. 
This info:rxrl.8.tion should be a useful guide for planning future educational 
programs~ Another objective was to see if a farmerffs perception of the 
current agricultural situation was :related to his preferences for farm 
programs. The third objective was to provide a benchmark for possible 
use in comparisons at some later date to determine whether the perception 
level had changed. 
Farmers were asked to respond to the eleven items sho-wn in Table V. 
An agree~disagree scale rather than a true-false scale wa.s used for two 
reasons. First, most of these statements are not clear-cut facts as 
such but are open to some argumente However, it was believed that far-
mers with a keener perception of economic relationships would respond 
differently than those with less understanding. Second, it was believed 
that more valid responses would be given if the farmers did not realize 
that they were taking a form of a Htest, 11 so the same type of response 
scale was used as for the other attitudinal questionso One limitation 
of this type of scale for measuring perception is the difficulty of 
imputing a logical numerical weight to an opinion strongly held (Strongly 
Agree . en•_ Strongly Disagree ) compared with a response of "Agree" or 
"Disagree." 
Table V shows the total sample response of farmers to the individual 
statements. A majority of farmers recognized that food supplies are not 
likely to be short just because people are leaving the farm (Item A)o On 
Item B9 most farmers still agreed with the long~time favorite expression 
of farmers that "depressions are farm bred and farm fed&" They have not 
TABIE V 
DIS'l'RIBUTION OF FARMERS' ANSWERS AND DISCRIMINATIVE VALUES ON 
ITEMS RELATING TO PERCEPTION OF FARJvl SITUATION 
.f~rce.n:t of Farmer~s Answering 
Item SAa. A u D SD 
Ao There is a.pt to be a shortage 
of food because so many P,eople 
are moving off the fa.rm.a 4 15 8 57 16 
B. A depression in agriculture 
will usually lead the whole 
country into depression.d .38 50 5 5 2 
c. A growing population will 
eliminate the fa.rm. surplus 
problem within a.bout five 
yea.rs.d 4 18 29 44 5 
D. If we went to a free market 
for fa.rm products, farm income 
would return to recent levels 
after a shoat period of 
adjustment. 7 30 27 28 8 
E. Finding new uses for fa.rm 
products doesn't offer much 
hope for solving the fa.rm 
problem. c 4 23 10 51 12 
F. The government should support. 
farm prices, but it shouldn't 
try to tell a f a.rmer what and 
ho1rr much to produce. d 7 23 16 45 9 
G. The family farm is rapidly 
going out of existence.d 21.r, 51 6 15 4 
H. There's no reason for the 
U.S. to have so much sur-
plus food while there a.re d 
hungry people in the world. 21 1-!,8 16 lLJ, 1 
I. The wheat price would be 
higher than it is now if 
farmers didn't use new 













TABLE V (Continued) 
Percent of Farmets Answerin~ 
Item SA a A u D SD nvb 
J. Farmers could easily organ-
ize to control production 
and raise prices.d 4 14 15 49 18 1.05 
K. When developing a wheat 
export policy, the United 
States must consider its 
effects on other wheat 
e1::porting countries.c 5 53 19 18 5 
asA = Strongly Agree; A= Agree; U = Undecided; D = Disagree; 
SD= Strongly Disagree. 
bThis discriminative value of an item is explained in the te1ct. 
c A "Strongly Agree" or "Agree II response was considered to be the 
more perceptive response to these items. 
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dA "Disagree II or "Strongly Disagree" response was considered to be 
the more perceptive response to these items. 
recognized that fluctuations within agriculture have less impact on the 
total economy as the non-farm sector growso In fact, some farm organiza-
tion leaders say that farmers have been facing depression conditions for 
the past few years. Yet the non-farm sector has continued to prosper. 
Nearly one-half the farmers rejected the idea that a growing popula-
tion would so9n elintl.nate the farm problem (Item C)o A relatively large 
number were undecided on this statement. 
The response to Item D shows about one-third of the farmers were 
optimistic about prices and income under a free market although this is 
contrary to what economists have generally predicted for such a situation., 
Again a considerable number were undecid,ed. 
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receive food packages frmn the U. S. "Li, However, he points out that the 
United States is already moving all the food under Public Law 480 that 
the recipient countries will take, either as a matter of national policy 
or as a matter of handling, storage, and transportation facilitieso 
One-half the farmers apparently did not understand the relationship 
between wheat prices and the use of new varieties and fertilizers 1, accord·= 
i:ng to Item I. This is consistent with the findings reported earlier 
that farmers did not generally recognize improved technology as being 
one of the causes of the farm problem. 
Two-thirds of those interviewed recognized that farmers would not 
find it easy to organize and control production themselves (Item J)o 
Perhaps the holding actions by one of the farm organizations in recent 
years have demonstrated the difficulty involvedo 
Itern K shows that a majority of farmers agreed that the United 
States must consider other exporting countries when developing wheat 
export policyo The level of understanding of this situation appeared to 
be considerably greater than that on Item H9 although the two are similar 
in nature. 
The percentage of "UndecidecP0 ratings on an item may be some indica-
tion of how difficult it was for farmers to answer that item. Assuming 
thl.s relationship~ then Item C and D were the most difficult to answer 
while Band G were the easiest to answer. 
In sU11Unarizing the overall distribution of' answers on these percep-
tion items, the most disturbing factors would be the lack of farmers' 
4 Cochrane, p. 455. 
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understanding of the situations indicated by Items C, D, E, F, H, and 
I. A high degree of farmer understanding of the situations indicated by 
these items is rather basic to intelligent decision making on farin pro-
gramso The items: which discriminated best between farmers with the lowest 
and highest perception scores vr.ill be discussed after an explanation of 
total scores. 
A total score for each individual was cibtained in the following way: 
A "Strongly Agree II or 11Agree" response to items E, I, and K was considered 
to show a keener perception of the current agricultural situation than 
other responses., These items were scored as follows: Strongly Agree = 
l; Agree= 2; Undecided= J; Disagree= 4; Strongly Disagree= 5 • 
.A "Disagree'' or "Strongly Disagree II response to items A, Bl' C, D, 
F, G, H, and J was considered to be in agreement with economists' per-
ception of the agricultural situation. These items were scored as 
follows: Strongly Agree= 5; .Agree= 4; Undecided= 3; Disagree= 2; 
Strongly Disagree= 1. 
A total score for each individual was obtained by SlUlll.ning his scores 
on the 11 individual items~ with the possible range being from 11 to 55. 
Individuals with the lowest scores were considered to have the keenest 
perception. 'l'his fact must be kept in mind to understand the analysis 
in the follo1irlng pages. 
Figure 9 shows the distribution of total scores. It would be reason= 
able to expect most of the scores to f alJ. between 22 and 44 because to 
get outside these limits~ an individual would have to be very consistent 
in his ratings and make some use of either the 11St.rongly Agree" or 
''Strongly Disagree" ratings. Most of the statements in the perception 
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scale would not be expected to evoke strong reactions from farmers. Also 9 
with this type of scale, those individuals who were undecided about many 
of the items would tend to score in the 30 9s. 






Mean Score: 34.17 
8 
21-24 2.5-27 28-30 31-33 34-36 37-39 40-42 43-4.5 4 -I.; 
Score 
.. Fi~re .;9 •. .Distrip~tion .0£. Tot,~l :~9~79.s on Per~eptio.n Scale. 
When using a group of items such as the ones just discussed 9 it is 
useful to identify those which were most discriminating. The method of 
discriminative analysis used here was described by Rundquist and Sletto 
in 1936,5 and is still reco:mrnendedo 6 The total scores were divided into 
quartiles and then a comparison was made of responses in the highest and 
lowest quartiles. The procedure is sU111marized in the following formula: 
.5E. A. Rundquist and R. L. Sletto, Personality ill~ Depression 
(Minneapolis, 1936), p. 12. 
6Allen Edwards, Techniques .Q! Attitude Scale Construction (New York~ 
19.57), PP• 154-1.5.5. 
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DV = (W X F) % 
DV = item scale value difference; W = unit weight; F = frequency; 
·~ = highest quartile; QL :::i lowest quartile. 
The discriminative value is, in essence, the difference between the 
mean rank given an item by the high and low quartile groups. The 
discr.iminative values for the items on perception are given in Table V. 
It can be seen that Items A, C, D, F, and H were the most discriminating. 
The item with the greatest discriminating power, Item D, dealt with 
expectations for income under a free market. Overall~ the size of the 
discriminating values on these statements was comparable with that 
obtained by other researchers using similar methods. 7 
The next step in the analysis was to determine whether significant 
relationships existed between the perception score and various socio-
economic variables. The method of analysis was to divide each variable 
into two groups or classes and then compare the mean scores of the two 
groups. Also, comparisons were made between areas. The Jf.1.ann-Whitney 
test was used to detect statistically significant differences. One 
disadvantage of this type of analysis is that all other variables are 
not held constant as the relationship between one variable and a particula1:" 
attitude is analyzed. 
The socioeconomic variables considered and the groups within each of 
these variables were: 
7Rundquist and Sletto, p. 11-15. 
1. ~o Group A: up through li,L~ years of age; Group B: !Jj years 
and older. 
2,, Educatj,o:!}o Group A: up through 10 years of school finished; 
Group Bg 11 or more years of school finished, 
3,, Organizational Indexl) Groll.IJ A: 01'f;ga:r1izatio:nal inde:K. 0 8; 
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Group B: an index of 9 or grea:l::,er. 'l'he organizational index 
·was a total score for each respondent based on ,a, s1.ixn.mation of 
the following: 3 points for bei,ng a member of a. fe,rm organiza= 
tfon,, commodity group; or com:muni ty c:onm:•i t tee; L.~ additional 
points for being an officer of a group; 1 additional for attend=, 
ing meetings occasionally; 2 additional for attending meetings 
ofteno 1rhe mean index for all respondents ,,,ms '? .82. 
L~. k~ Pre.fQ.rr&,d P:tog_ram. Group A: respondents who preferred a 
free market; Group B: those who preferred some type of govern-
n1ent farm program. 
5. l:@ast .!:referred Program. Group A: respondents who least pre·= 
ferred a free market; Group B: those who least preferred a 
111.andatory· type of farm program. 
6. Referendum Vote. Group A: :respondents who voted "yes 1'1 in the 
1963 wheat referenrlum; Group B: those who voted '''m,. 11 
7. mJ: ~ ill Wheat. Group A~ respondents who gav,a up to 
$L 99 per bushel as being a fair price for wheat~ Group B~ 
those who gave $2 or over. A 1Pfz:i:ir'1 price was defined to far= 
mers as being a price that ·would pay th.eir costs of production 
and give them a 11fair" or 11 just" profit. 
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f3. Five-Year Free Market t'.rice. Group A: respondents who estimated 
a free market price for i:,Jheat at the end of five years to fall 
within the range of $1 and $1.50 (most economists O predictions 
fall vtlthin this range); Group B: those who gave any other price. 
9. Full .QI. Part-time Operator. Group A~ respondents who said they 
were full-time farmers; Group B: those who said they were part-
time farmerso 
10. Political Party. Group A: Democrats; Group B: Republicans. 
11. ~~Membership. Group A: members; Group B: non~members. 
12. ~ !:.Q. Assets Ratio. Group At debt was from Oto 25 percent 
of total assets; Group B: debt was more than 25 percent of total 
assets. 
13. Total Income. Group A: $5,000 and under combined total income 
from all sources for Texas, Grant, and Thomas Counties, and 
$3,000 and under for Washington county; Group B: over $5~000 
total income for Texas, Grant 9 and Thomas Counties and over 
$3,000 for Washington County. Average total income in Washington 
Gounty was considerably less than in the other three counties. 
ll}. Ratio .Qf.. Off-Farm. Income 1.2_ Total Income. Group A: off-farm 
income was 25 percent or less of total income; Group B: off-
farrn income was greater than 25 percent of total income. 
15. Farm §ize. Group A: small farms of less than 259 acres in 
Grant and Washington CoJunties, and less than 500 acres in Texas 
and Thomas Counties; Group B: large farms of ,500 or more acres 
in Washington and Grant Counties~ and 1000 or more acres in 
Texas and Thomas Co,unties. 
16e Tenure. Group A: full ovmers; Group B: those who rented 
all the land they operated. 
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17. Attendance !t. Policy Meetings. Group A: respondents who had 
attended a meeting on policy or programs within the past two 
or three years; Group B: those who had not attended such a 
meeting. 
18. Attendance !t. Educational Meetings. G:roup A: respondents who 
often o:r occasionally attended educational meetings held by 
Extension or Vocational Agriculture; Group B: those who seldom 
or never attended such meetings. 
19. ~ Worth. Group A: respondents with net worth of $50~000 
and under in Grant and Washington Counties, $100,000 and under 
in Texas and Thomas Counties; Group B: those with more than 
$50,000 net worth in Grant and Washington Counties and more 
than $100,000 in Texas and Thomas Counties. 
The analysis showed no significant differences between geographic 
areas on the perception scale. Table VI shows the differences in mean 
scores on the perception scale between the groups within each variable 
where some association was foundo Statistically significant differences 
are shown by asterisks. The mean score of each group and the normalized 
Z values for these differences, and for scales discussed later, are found 
in Appendix C. 
The amount of association between the perception score and the socio-
economic groups can be summarized under the following headings: Strong 
Association -- differences were statistically significant within two or 
more counties, within the two states, and for the total sample, with all 
TABLE VI · 
DIFFERENCES IN MEANS ON PERCEPTION SCORES FOR 
VARIOUS SOCIOECONOMIC GROUPsa 
Most 
Preferred Least 
Organiza- Program Preferred 
Education tional Some Program 
(0-10) Index ·Free Government Free Manda= 
Area (11-up) L::>w-High :Market Program Market toty 
Grant .17 .51 2.33*' -1.41 
Texas 1.38 1.03 1.38 -1.79 
Thomas .46 -.07 1.15 -2.20 
Washington 3.36** 2.44** 2.43* -2.57 
Oklahoma 066 .77 1.91** -1.78* 
Kansas 2.25** 1.36** 1.88** -2.68** 
Total 1.48** 1.06** 1.89** -2.27** 
Fair Wheat Expected Farm Attended Attended 
Wheat Pi:ice .5-Year Price Si~e Policy Educational 
:Y:ote (0-1.99) (1. 00-1. .50) Small Meetinis Meetings 
Area Yes No (2.00-up) Other Large Yes No Yes No 
Grant -2.24** .. 71 -.94 1.63 -1.78 L41* 
Texas -2.97** 1.28 -1.66 1.99* -1.42 -.63 
Thomas -2.21* 1.28 -.90 -L14 .22 1.47 
Washington -3.06** 1.24 -1.04 1.37 ... 2.19** -2.11** 
Oklahoma -2.52** .75 -1.06 1.84* -1.72** .60 
Kansas -2.76** LlO -L05 .30 -1.36** -.89 
Total -2.64** .99* -1.08* .89 -1..53** .14 
a.Each variable was divided into two groups. The difference shovm 
is mean of group on top or left minus mean of group on bottom or right. 
A positive difference indicates that group on bottom-right had the lower 
mean, hence a keener perception of the current agricultural situation. 
~: For all tables in this thesis, one asterisk means significance at 
.05, two asterisks at .01 probability level. 
differences being in the same direction; Some Association -- differences 
were significant within two counties, with a county and a state, or within 
the total sample; Little .Q.t. .liQ. Association -- no significant differences 
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The strongest association between perception score and a specific 
group was found in the referendum vote variable" The cliff erences beti:,ifeen 
those who voted "yes" and those i;aho voted 11no" were significant 1idthin 
each county, each state, and for the total. sample. Those who voted 1'yes 11 
had the lower mean score, indicating a keener perception of the current 
agricultural situation, as measured by the items in the scaleo When the 
two variables that showed a strong :relationship to the perception score 
are considered, respondents who preferred some type of government program 
tended to have a keener perception than did those who preferred a free 
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marketo There was also an indication that the following groups tended to 
have somewhat keener perception; farmers with more education, farmers 
active in community organizations, farmers who gave a fair price for wheat 
of $2 or :more per bushel, farmers who esti.mated the free market price of 
wheat to be between $1 and $L50 a.t the end of 5 years$ large farmers, and 
those who had attended policy meetingsc The associatiox1 between the per~· 
caption score and attendance at other educational meetings ·was unusual in 
that farmers in Washington County who did attend such meetings showed 
significantly keener perception, while in Grant County those who did not 
attend such meetings showed the keener perception. 
Extreme caution must be used in interpreting these perception scores 
in relation to specific groups. First, the differences in scores are 
small. Second, the limitations of the scoring method used were pointed 
out previously. Third, the items included in this scale cover only a 
small portion of the total agricultural situationo The indicated results 
·with regard to level of perception may have been entirely different if 
another set of items had been usedo 
Liberal=Conservative Orientation 
The terms "liberal" and "conservative" have been used so indiscrim= 
inately in recent years that their meanings have become quite blurredo 
Durring the summer of 1964, when this survey wa.s 1'\'lade, the term "conser= 
vative" was frequently used to describe an individual who believed that 
the individual is basically responsible for his own security and that 
government intervention in economic affairs should be kept to a minimumo 
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In contrast, a liberal ·was considered to be an individual who believed 
society has a responsibility to see that all citizens enjoy a rising level 
of living and that the Federal governm.ent should be playing a greater role 
in seeing that society moves towards this goal. This is the general con-
text in which the terms 11liberal" and "conservative" are used in this 
study. Most of the items used in this question were aimed primarily at 
getting farmers 0 reactions to governmental participation in various 
economic and social areaso 
The items and the distribution of rankings on them are shown in 
Table VII. Farmers seemed to be strongly conservative on items B, E, H, 
and I0 They indicated that the national debt should be reduced and that 
goverrnnent relief programs have become too large. A majority felt that 
the government should see that people are free to run their businesses as 
they please and that present government far.rn programs are contrary to the 
free enterprise system. They also tended to be conservative on the ques= 
tion of vrhether the government should provide medical care for the,aged, 
but there was considerable division of opinion. 
The only idea to which farmers responded in a strongly liberal 
fashion was that big businesses make entirely too much profit. This is 
probably a reflection of the farm.ersw long=held resentment against big 
businesses in general. Farmers tended to be liberal on the question of 
whether the government should get involved in such projects as electrical 
power and housing. Their experience with rural electrification and FHA 
housing loans may have influenced their th:i.nking on this subjecto Far-
mers also tended to take a liberal position on the government \ls respon-
sibility to provide jobs for men who want to worko The percentage of 
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TABLE VII 
DISTRIBUTION OF F.ARMERS' ANSWERS AND DISCRIMINATE: VALUES ON 
ITEMS RELATING TO LIBERAL=CONSERVATIVE ORIENTATION 
Percent of Farmers Answering 
DVa Item SA ·.A PU D SD 
A. The Federal goverrnuent should 
not get involved in such pro·0 
jects asbelectric power and 
housingo 10 2.3 20 38 9 1.07 
Bo Instead of reducing taxes 
recently, Congress should 
have tried to reduce the 
national debtob 21 36 22 19 2 1.34 
c. The Federal government ought 
to see to it that anyone who 
wants to work can find a joboc 8 36 18 32 6 LJ6 
D. Most big businesses make 
entirely too much profitoc 21 40 22 1.5 2 0 8.5 
E. Government relief programs 
have gotten to be too 
large.b 24 41 23 11 1 1.26 
Fo It's time for Congress to 
pass a bill that -will pro= 
vide medical care for the 
aged.c 5 26 25 28 16 1.77 
G. The Federal government 
should be doing more to help 
small towns and cities build 
the schools they need.c 9 35 18 27 11 1.5.5 
H. One job of government is to 
see that people are free to 
run their businesses as they 
please.b 28 44 14 12 2 1.09 
I. Present government farm pro-
grams are contrary to the free 
ent~r~rl~e s~~tem1b ~l 4J 18 l~ J 1252-
a.Discriminative value. 
b A "Strongly Agree" or "Agree II on these items is considered a conser-
vative response& 
c A "Strongly Agree II or "Agree II on these items is considered a liberal 
responseo 
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"Undecided" rankings was quite high on most of the items in this liberal-
conserYative groupo There were relatively few ratings of "Strongly Agree" 
or "Strongly Disagree." This was some·what surprising == it was expected 
that some of these statements would evoke strong reactions. 
A total liberal-conservative score was c~ilculated for each individual 
by summing his responses on the nine itemso The lowest scores indicate 
the most conser1 ative individuals o Figure 10 shows the dist:dbuti.on of 
these scores. The possible range was from 9 to L1,.50 If a farmer had 
been undecided on each of the items, his score would ha.ve been 270 The 
mean score of 21.1-o 90 is some indication that farmers as a whole were con= 
servative in their viewpoint on these items. 
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Figure 10. Distribution of Li.beral·=Conserva.tive Scores. 
The items in this questlon which vmre most discriminating bet-ween 
high and low scoring individuals a.re shown by the discriminative values 
in Table VIIo Item lt'', on medical care for the a,ged~ had the greatest 
power to discriminate. The statement on the amount of profits of big 
business had the lea.st power to discriminate,, Overa.11 9 the items in the 
liberal-conservative scale had more power to discriminate than did the 
items in the perception scaleo 
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A comparison between areas showed that Washington County was slightly 
more liberal than Texas Countyo The difference in mean scores was 1.93, 
which was significant at the .01 levelo This was the only significant 
difference between areas on this scoreo Table VIII shows the differences 
in mean scores on the liberal-conservative scale for the groups sho·wing 
association with the scaleo 
The association between the liberal-conservative score and the socio·-
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The strongest association was found between the liberal-conservative 
score and the wheat referendum vote., Those who voted "yes" had a more 
liberal score on the scale. These results agree with a priori expecta-
tions, as did the results showing that Democrats and those respondents 
who preferred a government program over a free market were significantly 
TABLE VIII 
DIFFERENCES IN 11EANS ON LIBERAL-CONSERVATIVE SCORES 
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4 . .59** 
4o01* 
5o•39** 














a Each variable was di vi.ded into two groups o The difference shmm 
is mean of group on top or left minus mean of group on bottom or righto 
A positive difference indicates that group on bottom or right had the 
lower mean, or a more conservative or:tentationo 
more liberal than other farmers" Farme:r"s who gave a fair price of 1i1heat 
of $2 or more were also more liberaL Older farmers and farmers with 
fewer years of schooling showed some tendency to be more liberal. 
Results were mixed on the variable of off·-farm to total income ratioo 
In Grant County, farmers 1,d th a higher proportion of off-farm income 
were more liberal while the opposite was true in Thomas County. 
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Attitude Toward Efficiency in Farming 
One of the long-run goals of society is for each sector of the 
economy to be producing at ma:icimum efficiency -- that is 1 producing an 
optimum amount of product with a minimum amount of resources. 
A wheat grower concerned about efficiency of production in the 
farnling sector may look at farm programs differently from a grower not 
concerned about this concept. Seven items were used to measure the 
respondents' concern about farming efficiencyo The results are shown 
in Table IX. 
The response to Item A shows that farmers were divided on the 
question of whether crop history is a good way to determine allotments 
for the future. A majority of farmers agreed that one goal of farm pro-
gra.~s should be to keep increasing efficiency in agricultural production 
(Item B). A substantial majority disagreed with restricting the araount 
of land a farmer can operate and with restricting the use of fertilizers 
(Item C and D). 
Item E showed that a majority did not think government has the respon"" 
sibility of seeing that every far;:11er makes a decent livi.ngo Howeverj a 
majority did indicate that it is important that all farm boys i:,:rho want to 
farm should be g:i. ven the opportunity to do so (Item F). This latter 
response may reflect the attitude that a farm boy should at least be 
given the opportunity to try any vocation he so chooses. More likely, 
this response was due to a long~·held fundamentalist value among farmers 
that the best vocation for most farm boys is farming. Item G indicates 
that a majority of farmers believed that lov cost production should be 
one of the prerequisites of a farm program. 
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TABLE IX 
DISTRIBUTION OF FARMERS' ANSWERS AND DISCRIMINATIV.E VALUES OF ITEHS 
RB.;LATING TO ATTITUDE TOWARD EFFICIENCY IN FARM PRODUCTION 
Item 
A. Wha.t a. farmer has gr0vm in the 
past is a good way to figure 
allotments for the future.c 
B. One goal of farm programs should 
be to keep increasing efficiency, 
that is, produce more food with 
less labor and land.b 
C. Farmers that are :making a good 
living shouldn't be allowed to 
buy or rent any more la.nd.c 
D. One sensible way to cut farm pro-
duction ·would be to put a limit 
on the amount of fertilizer that 
can be used. 0 
E. 1TI1e government should see that 
every farmer makes a decent 
living.c 
F. It's important to provide an 
opportunity to farm for all 
boys who want to farm.c 
Pe:rcent of Farmers Ansvr~.ti.n& 
SA A U D SD ___J[j_a 
3 34 11 18 Ll6 
10 45 20 20 
6 12 10 26 1.87 
J+ 12 10 1~-7 27 1.77 
9 15 14 18 l.8U 
22 47 13 14 4 LIH 
G. Farmers should vote dovm any 
wheat program that would raise 
the cost of producing a bushel 
of wheat. b .... ___ A 21 1+2 _ 12 .. 1,5 _ 3 d.9.. 
a.Discriminative value. 
bA "Strongly Agree 11 or "Agree" response to these items indicates 
concern about efficiency in farm production. 
c A "Disagree II or "Strongly Disagree II response to these items 
indicates concern about efficiency on farm production. 
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In general, a majority of responses indicated a concern among 
wheat producers about efficiency in the farming sector. The one excep-
tion was the response to the item on the importance of providing oppor-
tunities for boys to fa.rm. 
The greatest discriminating pow·er between the high and lm·,r quartile 
groups was found in Item E, which said that the govermnent should see 
that every farmer makes a decent living. The least power to discriminate 
was found in Item G dealing with the voting do"t-m of any farm progra:m that 
would raise the cost of producing a bushel of wheat. 
Scores on the seven items·were summed to get a. total attitude score 
for ea.ch respondent. The distribution of total scores is shown in Figure 
11. The possible range was from 7 to 35, while the actual range was from 
8 to 31. Those with the lowest scores were considered to be the most con-
earned about efficiency in the farming sector. 
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Figure 11. Distribution of Scores on Cor.cern About Efficiency in 
1 ·the'·Fa~ng· Secto.ro 
TABLE XI 
DIF'FBRENCES IN HEAIJS ON SCORES RELATING TO .ATTI'rUDE TO'vvAH.D 
FARl0l PRODUCTION J£FFICIENCY FOR VARIOUS 
,SOCIOECONOMIC GROUPSa 
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In_gor:1r_:i · Ratio 
_J.pw·· High Lmr.::tligh _ 
2.11** -.5/+ 
.63 -·l.36 
3,69** 3 .15** 
.3.5 ~96 
le5[/:C* - • i3ll, 
1..55'~* 1. 70** 
1.56** .36 
IJeetings Farm Size Political Part,;y: Net l,forth. 
/Jr.Q.a....., ____ Y._e_...s .... -... N_o ___ s_rn_a_l;;;;.;l ....... La_=~ r .. _g.·e____ Dem. R2,E_· ... ~----·----J.o ......... J_...,T=.,..H...,i .... f ... h._ 
Grant -.51 2.09 .22 .22 
Texas -1.60* 2.31* 1.26 1.94* 
Thomas -.59 2.66 1.81 1.76 
Washington - • 79 • 91 1. 91 ** 1. 03 
Oklahoma -.95 2.18** .61 .62 
Kansas _-.69· 1.54*·· 1.51.J-** 1.45*· 
Total -,92* 2.0 ** .66 1.12** 
a:~ach varia6'I.ewasa:1vi e in o vwo groups. J. · erence s ovm is 
mean of group on top or left, minus mean of group on bottom or right. A 
positive difference indicates that the group on bottom or right had the 
lower score, indicating greater concern about efficiency in the farming 
sector. 
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P:i:·ice 
Full or Part T:b1119 
Farm Bureau l~embership 
Tenure 
Attendance at Policy 
Meetings 
The strongest association betlimen this attitude score and specific 
groups was found in the ed1..1.eation and total income yari.\tblos, Those w:l.:t.h. 
more years of schooling and higher total income i:rere more corwerned with 
efficiency. Also shovdng a strong association ,d th this attitude was the 
referendur11 vote. Those who votc;d '''no uu shmred the greater concern. 
other groups that tended to show more concern were younger farmers;, 
those with a high organizational index, those who least preferred a manda"' 
tory program 9 farmers who gave less than $2 as a :fair price for wheat 9 
those with a high debt to asset ratioj those v1ith a high ratio of off·" 
farm to total income, large farmers, tho:::,e who had a higher net worth 1, 
those who attended educational meetings~ and Republic,ins. 
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Attitude Toward Government Cost 
A wheat grower's preferences for different types of wheat programs 
are likely affected by how concerned he is with the government costs of 
such programs. A measure of each respondent's attitude toward govern-
ment costs of farm programs was obtained by surn.ming the ratings on the 
two i terns shevm in Table XII. Item A was analyzed previously as a part 
of the question on ·what a wheat program should accomplish. Item B was 
just one in a series of statements to which respondents 1i1ere asked to 
agree or disagree. 
TABLE XII 
IiISTRIBUTION OF FARMERS' ANSWERS AND DISCRIMINATIVE 
VALUES ON ITEMS RELATING TO ATTITUDE TOWARD 
COSTS OF GOVERN111ENT PROGRAMS 
Item 
A. KJep down government 
expense. 
Bo Farm price support 
programs really don't 
cost the government 
much.b 
aDiscriminative value 
3l.J, 46 11 





bA "Disagree" or "Strongly Disagree" response to this item was 
considered to sho1,v concern about government costs. 
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The response to Item A shows that most of the farmers interviewed 
thought government costs should be kept low. A majority also disagreed 
with the idea that farm price support programs really don't cost the 
government mucho Item B had the greatest discriminative value. Taken 
as a whole, farmers showed considerable concern about government costso 
,' 
The distribution of total scores on this attitude is shown in 
Figure 12. The scores range: from 2 to 10, the entire possible range. 
The lower scores indicated more concern about government costs. 
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Score 
Figure 12. Distribution of Total Scores on Concern About 
·.:cGovern.mant\Ccists 0 
No significant differences were found between areas. Association 
between total scores on th.is attitude and the socioeconomic variables 
are shown in Table XIII and can be summarized as follows: 
$1 
TABLE XIII 
DIFFERENCES IN MEANS ON SCORES RELATING TO ATTITUDE TOWARD 
GOVERNMENT COSTS FOR VARIOUS SOCIOECONOMIC GROUPSa 
11/Jost Least 
Organiza- Preferred Preferred 
Ed:Y;cation tional Proe;ram Program Wheat 
(0-10) Index Free Free Manda- Vote 
Area (11-up) Low- High Market Other Market tory Yes-No 
Grant -.08 .47* -1.13** 1.21** 1.21** 
Texas -.11 .3.5 -.82 .34 1.41** 
Thomas -.10 -.72 -1.21** .SJ 1.30** 
Washington -083** -.42 -.93* 1. 0.5** 1.04** 
Oklahoma -.10 .41* -1.00** .86** 1.29** 
Kansas - • .54* - • .51* -1.09** .96** 1.1.5** 
Total -.32* -.04 -1.04** .94** 1.22** 
Fair Wheat Attended 
Price Educational Political 
(0-1.99) Farm Size Meetings Part1 
Area (2.00-up) Small Large Yes-No Dem. Rep. 
I 
Grant -1. 03** -.41 -.22 .82** 
Texas .22 .19 .16 • .50 
Thomas -.32 -.17 .04 1.19** 
Washington -.91** -.83* .67* 1.13** 
Oklahoma -.59* -.16 -.07 .69**· 
Kansas -.68** -.54* .46* .96** 
Total -.6)** -.)4 .12 .z6** 
aEach variable was divided into two groups. The difference shown 
is mean of group on top or left minus mean of group on bottom or right. 
A positive difference indicates that the group on bottom or right had 
the lower score indicating greater concern about government costs. 
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The strongest association between this attitude score and a specific 
group was found in the referendum vote variable. Farmers who voted 11no 11 
were significantly more concerned about government costs of farm programso 
Farmers who most preferred a free market and least preferred a mandatory 
program also showed greater concern about government costs. Other groups 
showing the greatest concern within their variables were Republicans and 
those who gave a fair price of wheat of under $2o 
The association was less strong in the following variables but 
there was some indication that the following groups also shovred greater 
concern about government costs: farmers with fewer years of education, 
s:nall farmers, and those ·who did not attend educational meetings. The 
results were mixed on the organizational index variable. In Oklahoma, 
those ·with the higher index of activity showed the greatest concern. The 
reverse was true in Kansas, with no readily apparent explanation. 
Attitude Toward Consumers' Costs for Food 
One of the issues in farm programs that often causes intense 
reaction from the press and non-farm public is the effect of such pro-
grams on consumer costs. This may become an increasingly sensitive factor 
in public and political reaction to farm programs as the farm population 
continues to decrease in size, both in actual numbers and in proportion 
of total population. It would seem useful then, to determine Tiihether 
farmers are concerned about consumer costs. 
A measure of respondents' concern about consumer costs was obtained 
by surm1rl.ng their ratings on the two items sho1,m in Table XIV. Both of 
these items were examined previously, Item A in the discussion of what a 
wheat program should accomplish, and :):tern Bin the discussion of accept-
able ways to raise farm income from wheato 
There is much greater agreement among farmers on Item B than on A. 
Item Bis probably the more relevant measure of farmers' concern about 
cons1u11er costs because of the context in ·which it was asked. The results 
indicate that farmers generally vJere concerned about consumer costs. 
Item A had the greatest discriminating value between farmers with scores 
in the high and low quartiles. 
Figure 13 shows the distribution of scores on attitude toward 
consumer cost. Scores covered the maximum possible range of 2 to 10. 
No. of Farmers 
200 
1 
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Figure 13. Distribution of Scores Relating to Attitude Toward 
,,6onsumeJrl,JCosts. 
·rABLE XIV 
DISTRIBUTION OF FAr'1HE:RS' ANSWERS AND DISCRHiINATIVE VALUES 
ON ITEMS RELATING TO CONCERN ABOUT CONSU~IER COSTS 
Item 
A. Keep bread prices low. 







Eame:x:s An:;i11,m :ci.n,g 
u D SD 
28 37 6 
19 53 20 
2. OL~ 
No differences were found between areas on this score·. - The associa-
tion between concern about consumer costs and the socioeconomic variables 
are sho1.m in Table XV and can be summarized as follows: 
TABLE XV 
DIFFERENCES IN MEANS ON SCORES RELA'rING TO CONCERN 
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- 0 61.J.* ©38* 
-JJ-0* 0 33* 
aEach variable w-as divided into two groups. The mean difference 
sho1"m is mean of group on top or left minus mean of group on bottom or 
rig;ht. A positive difference indicates that the group on bottom or 
right had the loi;ver score, indicating greater concern about consmner 
costs. 
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There seemed to be no strong association between this score and any 
of the variables e:x:a:minedo The follm,tlng groups appeared to show some-
what greater concern about com~umer food costs: older farmers 9 those ·with 
less education, those ·who least preferred a mandatory program, those 11,ith 
a lo·w debt/ asset ratio, those 11,iho received little of their income from 
off-farm sources, full-time operators, and non-Farm Bureau members. 
Attitude Toward Goverrn.11.ent1 s Responsibility to 
Support Farm Prices and Incomes 
Farmers ij attitudes toward goverrui1ent es participation in various 
social and economic areas was discussed earlier in the section on 
liberal-conservative orientation. A direct measure of how farmers 
felt about government's responsibility to support farm prices and income 
was obtained by Item A shovm in 'rable XVL The tw-o attitudes overlap to 
some extent, yet a person's general liberal-conservative orientation may 
differ considerably from his attitude toward a specific action which 
directly relates to his personal financial status. 
TABLE XVI 
DISTRIBUTION OF FARMERS' ANSWERS ON ITEM RELATING 
TO ATTITUDE TOWARD GOVERNMENT'S RESPONSIBILITY 
TO SUPPORT FARM PRICES AND INCOMES 
Item 
Percent of Farmers .Answer~nlt 
SA A U D . SD 
Ao It is the governr~ent's 
responsibility to support 
farm -orices s1:-U-£. incomes. 5 26 23 33 13 
More farmers said that it was not government's responsibility to 
support farm prices and incomes than said it was~ but there was no 
majority either way. This again provides an interesting contrast with 
another part of the survey in which three out of four farmers said they 
preferred some type of program to a free market. The contrast here :may 
be illustrative of" a conflict in farmers' goals and values. It may 
indicate that farmers still hold quite strongly to the value of self-
sufficiency, yet see the need for government help in the current agri-
cultural situation if income goals are to be reached. The fact that 
23 percent of the farmers were undecided on this item lends support to 
the proposition that many farmers face an inner conflict on the ques-
tion of government support for prices and incomes. 
Some significant differences ·wer,s found between areas on this score 
as sho1,m in Table XVII. Wasb.ington County farmers felt government had a 
greater responsibility· to support farm prices than did farmers in either 
'rexas or Thomas Counties" Grant County farmers i.ndica.ted government had 
a great,er res1;011.sibili ty tl1a11 did frJ:1011:tas Cou11t.y far-]ners (') 1Ilris ge11erall,:l 
matched the pattern found earlier that Texas and Thomas County farme:cs 
were slightly more conservative than Wo.shington and Grant County farmer,L, 
TABLE XVII 
DIFFERENCES BY COUNTY AND STATE AREAS IN MEANS ON 
SCORES RELATING TO ATTITUDE TOWARD 
GOVERNJ.VIENT 0S RESPONSIBILITY TO 
SUPPORT FARM PRICES AND INCOMES 
Areas I'lean Diff ere nee 
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•rable XVIII shov,s the differences in mean scores for various socio·-
economic groups on a.tti tude toward gove,'.'11ment II s responsibility to support 
farm prices and incomes. The results can be sun:m1arized as follows~ 
'rABLE XVIII 
DIFFERENCES IN MEANS ON SCORES RELATING TO A'l'TITQDE 
TOWARD GOVERNME:NT I S RESPONSIBILITY TO SUPPOR'r 
FARM PRICES AND INCOHIT:Sa. 
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aBach variable was di.v:tded into two groups o The d:Lffer:::mc8 sho\n1 
is mean of group on top or left rn:\..n;.1..s mean of group on botto:m or 
A positive difference indicates t the grou.p on bottom or · had 
the lmmr score, indica tlng an atti tud.e that government has less 
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The strongest association between this score and the variables was 
found ·with the most preferred program and the referendum vote. Those who 
preferred some type of government program and those who voted 11yes 11 felt 
more strongly that the government has a responsibility to support farm 
prices and incomes. Sho,.dng a similar attitude were those who least 
preferred a free market and those who gave a fair price of wheat of 
$2 or more. 
Democrats showed some tendency to have a stronger feeling that the 
govern111ent has a responsibility to support farm prices and incomeso The 
association with total income was mixed. 
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Attitude Toward Handling of Past Government Prograr,1s 
It was noted in the review of literature that several studies have 
found that many farmers believe that allotments were initially established 
on an unfair basis. It was also noted that many farmers dislike the red 
tape involved in farm programs. These tvm factors rrl8,y strongly influence 
fa~mers' preferences for different types of farm programs. 
A score fo quantify each respondent 9 s attitude toward the handlj_ng 
of past government programs was obtained by summing the rankings on the 
two items shmm in Table XIX. 
TABLE XIX 
DISTRIBUTION OF :F'ARMERS' ANSWERS AND DISCRIMINATIVE 
VALUES ON ITEMS RELATING TO ATTITUDE TOWARD 
HANDLING OF PAST GOVERNMENT PROGR.I\.MS 
PerC.QJ.'l!;, of Fatmer5ii Ans1·ie rilw; 
llim SA A u D SD 
A. It;s not possible to set 
up an allotment system that 
is fair to all farmers, lli- .38 10 27 11 
B. Wheat programs have been 
poorly run (administered) 
in the 12ast. 20 )6 12 21 -=4 




A majority agreed that it's not possible to set up an allotment 
system that is fair to all farmers, and that wheat programs have been 
poorly ad.i.mnistered in the past. However, there was no overwhelming 
disapproval of the way programs have been handled. 
The distribution of total scores on this attitude is shmm in 
Figure lL~. The scores ranged from 2 to 10, the entire possible range. 
The lower scores indicated a stronger feeling that farm programs have 
been handled poorly. 
No. of Farmers 




Figure 14. Distribution of Scores Relating to Attitude •roward 
Administration of Programs. 
Some statistically significant differences on this attitude uere 
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found between areas, as sho1:m in Table XX. Thomas County farmers felt 
that the program had been handled more poorly than did either Texas or 
Washington County farmers. 
The association between the scores on attitude toward program 
ad.ministration and socioeconomic variables are shown in Table XXL The 
results can be summarized as follows: 
TABLE XX 
DIB'FER8.NCES BY COUNTY AND STATE AREAS IN MEANS 
ON SCORES RELATING TO PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION 
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Meetings 
Attendance at Educational 
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TABLE XXI 
DIFI?ERENCES IN llllE:ANS ON SCORES RELATING TO ATTITUDE TOWARD 
PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION FOR VARIOUS SOCIOECONOMIC GROUPSa 
Most Least 
Organiza- Preferred Preferred 
Educat;j,on tional Program Erog:ram 
(0-10) Index Free Free 
Area (11-up) Low-High Market other Market Ot}Je:x:_ 
Grant -.24 .24 -1.04-** .86* 
Texas -LOl** -.75 -1.08* .42 
Thomas -.J8 -.78* .... 46 0 79 
Washington -.60 -.49 ~-95* 1.60** 
Oklahoma -.55* -.13 -L06** .61* 
Kansas -.46 - • .51* -.86** 1.43** 
Total -.49** -.32 -.96** 1.07** 
Fair Wheat 
Wheat ft;i.Qe 
Vote (O-L99) ;e_c;2lj,;!;:;j,cal fa:,:t~ 
1).rea Yes-No {2.oo-u12) Dem. Rep. 
Grant .?2* -.46 .10 
Texas 1.11* -.19 .67 
Thomas 1.29** -.92* .81 
Washington 1.36** -.49 1.1.5** 
Oklahoma .86** -.L1-1 .32 
Kansas 1.38** -.45* .?2** 
Total 1.11** -.Llj* .l.Jj* 
a.Each variable was divided into two groups. The difference shovm 
is mean of group on top or left minus mean of group on bottom or right. 
A positive difference indicates that the group on bottom or right had 
the lower score, indicating a stronger feeling that far1u p:cograms had 
been administered poorly. 
Those who preferred a free market, least preferred a mandatory pro-
gram, and voted 11no'1 felt programs had been handled more poorly in the 
past Q Other groups tending to show this same attitude Tt~ere farmers 
with less education, those vdth a low organization index? those who gav,a 
a fair price of wheat of less than $2, and Republicanso 
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Attitude 'foward Importance of Farm Program Information 
If a wheat grower is to vote intelligently in a referendum, he must 
show some initiative in obtaining information on which to base his vote. 
Perhaps there a.re some farmers who feel it is "really all too complicated" 
or that "it doesn't matter what .just one farmer like me thinkso" 
An attempt to measure each respondent!s attitude towards the impo:r·~ 
tance of farm program information was made by summing the rankings on the 
items: shown in Table XXII. 
TABLE XXII 
DISTRIBUTION OF FARJIIERS' ANSWERS AND DISCRIMINATIVE 
VALUES ON ITEMS RELATING TO ATTITUDE TOWARD 
IMPORTANCE OF FARM PROGRAM INFORMATION 
Percent of Farmers Answering 
Item SA A u D SD 
A. Farmers find it too hard 
to keep up on all the govern-
ment programs that come outo 28 .50 4 16 2 
B. An individual farmer can't do 
much about the farm problem 
so why worry a.bout it. 9 27 11 40 13 
Co Keeping up on farm programs 
is just as important as knowing 
about the latest feeding and 
fertilizing practices. 28 62 5 3 2 
D. Determining what programs 
would be best is really the 







Three out of four farmers agreed that farmers find it hard to keep 
up with government programs (Item A). These results and comments made 
during the interviews indicate that the acceptability of programs could 
be improved by keeping them as simple as possible and by eliminating so 
many year-to-year changes. 
Item B shows a majority of farmers disagreed with the idea that the 
individual farmer might as well ignore the farm problemo However, a 
disturbingly large number (about one-third) agreed there was little l"ea-
son for the individual farmer to worry about it. 
Most famers agreed that keeping up on farm programs is just as impor-
tant as knowing about the latest production practices (Item C)c Fe·w far-
mers would leave the job of determining "what programs would be best" to 
the policy experts (Item D) .. 
A total score on this attitude was obtained by sU111ll'ling each respond-
ent's .ranks on the four items. The distribution of these scores is shOim 
in Figure 15. The possible range was from 4 to 20 9 the actual range was 
from 4 to 17. 







Mean Score: 10070 
6 
Figure 15. Distribution of Scores on Information Orientation Scaleo 
9? 
Some differences were found among areas in attit~de toward program 
information. Table XXIII shows that Thomas County farmers were signifi-
cantly less concerned about program information than were Texas and Grant 
County farmers. Washington County farmers were less concerned than 
Texas County farmers. Overall, Kansas farmers. were less concerned than 
Oklahoma farmers. 
TABLE XXIII 
DIFFERENCES BY COUNTY AND STATE AREAS IN MEANS ON 
··::: :SCORES ; REr.l'.UING :TO. !NFORlYIAT!ON ORIENTATION 









The association between scores and groups within variables is 
sho,m in Table XXIV and can be summari.zedd.as :;fdllows :: : 
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TABIE XXIV 
DIFFERENCES IN }'.JEANS ON SCORES RELATING TO INFORMATION 
ORIENTATION FOR VARIOUS SOCIOECONOMIC GROUPSa 
~ Most Least 
Organiza- Preferred Preferred 
.s;du~ation tiontl Ptogram fro gram 
(0-10) ,Index Free Free Manda-
Area (11-up) Low-High Market other Market to;cy_ 
Grant 057 .81* .32 -.61 
Texas 1.14 1.54** 1.48** -.87 
Thomas L47** .33 -.37 -.43 
Washington 1.23** .35 l.J?** -.86 
Oklahoma .81* L09** .81* -.70 
Kansas 1.29** .30 .60 -.78 
Total 1.14** .72** .?O* -.82** 
Attended Attended 
Wheat Policy· Educational 
Vgte Meetill~S Meetin!?,;S 
Area Yes-No Yes-No Yes-No 
Grant - .• 75 -.73 -.08 
Texas -.86 -1 .. 77** -1.16* 
Thomas .... 14 .05 -.JO 
Nashington -2.03** -1.26** - 0 73 
Oklahoma. -.79* -1.14** -.52 
Kansas -1.33** -.81* -.60 
Total -1.06** -1.01** -.61** 
a.Each variable was divided into two groups. The difference shown 
is mean of group on top or left minus mean of group on bottom or right. 
A positive difference indicates that the group on bottom or right had 
the lower score, indicating greater concern about fa.rm program information. 
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The strongest association between attitude toward program infor-
mation and specific groups was found in the variables of education and 
attendance a.t policy meetings. Farmers ,.ifith more education and who 
attended policy meetings showed a statistically significant greater con-
cern towards farm program information. However, the actual differences 
in means w-ere quite small. 
Other groups which showed a tendency towards greater concern a.bout 
farm program information were those with e. high organizational index9 
most preferred a govern..~ent program, least preferred a free market~ 
voted "yes" in wheat referendum, and attended other educational meetings. 
Profile of Attitudes 
Association beti:,,een the Yarious attitudes discussed and program 
preference car:, be sm11marized in a profile of attitudes a.s sho-wn in 
100 
Figure 16., The results are consistent ·with a prfori 1axpectations that 
farmers who prefer a free market as com:pared to those who prefer a gov1::n~n""' 
me,nt program would: (a) be more conservatiire ~ (b) be more concerned a.bout 
government costs, (c) feel that go-vernment has less respons:'Lbility to 
support farm prices and incomes~ and (d) have a less favorable attitude 
toward progra.xn administration. Farmers who pr,3ferred a free market 
appeared to de-viate more from economists q perceptj_on of the current 
agricultural situation and were less concerned ·with program information" 
A profile based on ref erendm11 -vote in Figure 17 sho,,rn very similar 
results. 
Correlation Between Scale Scores 
The profiles discussed previously indicate that there is some 
association bet·1j;reen seve1~a.1 of the attitude scores. The strength of 
this association is shovr11 by the correlation coefficients in Table XXV. 
'.l]:ie largest coefficients 1'.Jere found bet1,,een the liberal-conservative 
scores 9 farm efficiency scores, gover:nment cost scores, program adminis 0 ~ 
tratj_on scores~ and goverm11ent respons:lbllity sco:r.es. 
Table XX.V also shows the association between scale scores, most 
preferred program, and referendum vote. Seale scores showing the 
strongest association liri th the most preferred program and the :referendum 
vote were liberal-conservative scores 1 go·:.re:cr1i:nent cost scores~ and 
government responsibility scores, The size of the coefficients between 
Keener Perception 
of Farm Situation 
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Greater Concern About 
Farm Efficiency 
Greater Concern About 
Government Costs 
Greater Concern About 
Consumer Costs 
Feels Government Has 
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Government Costs 













*D:i.fference is significant at .05, ** at .,01 probability level 
Figure 16. Profile of Attitudes of Farmers W1i.o Prefer a Free 111.farket 
Compared with Those Who Prefer a Government Program.. 
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Less Perception 
Of Farm Situation 
Has Liberal 
Orientation 















Lass Concerned About 
Program Information 
*Difference is significant at .05; ** at oOl probability level. 
Figure 17. Profile of Attitudes of Farr;10rs ivho Voted 11Yes II in 1963 
Wheat Referendum Comps.rr3d Tdth 'Ihose Wb.o Voted 11No'\ 
103 
attitudes and program preferences, and their usefulness for prediction 
will be discussed in the following chapter. 
TABLE X:X.V 
MATRIX OF SIMPLE CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS BETWEEN PERCEPTION 
AND ATTITUDE SCORES, AND PROGRAM PREFERENCES 
(1) Perception 
(2) Liberal-conservative 
(3) Far:m efficiency 
(4) Government cost 
(.5) Consumer cost 
(6) Program administration 
(?) Goverruuent responsibility 
( 8) Pref er free market 
(9 ) 0 No II vote 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (2_) 
1 -ol? .01 -.21 -.06 -.22 -,17 .22 .2) 
1 .42 .30 -.03 .25 .38 -.31 -.41 
1 .20 -.10 .10 .27 -.11 -.23 
1 .01 .15 .38 -.29 -~35 
1 -oOl -.08 -.05 .03 
1 .15 -.22 -.23 
1 -.38 -.3.5 
1 .29 
1 
Su.rnmary of Attitudinal and Perception Scores 
Many of the actual differences in scores were quite small. This 
could be due to several factors. First, there are likely many individuals 
who are "middle of the road" in their attitudes. This is indicated by 
the tendency for many of the scores to cluster a.round the means. Larger 
differences ·would have been obtained if only the high and low· quartiles 
of scores had been analyzed. Second, these scales had not been ex.ten-
sively refined to select items which ·would be the most discriminative. 
With the data now available, it likely would be possible to con-
struct a sea.le of items which would show larger differences between 
groups. The fact that in most cases, the differences in means, though 
small, were in the same direction for all areas supports the proposition 
that real differences were being mea.suredo A larger sample number, 
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especially ·within counties, might have resulted in a greater number of 
statistically significant differences~ However, the size of total sample 
appeared to be sufficient to detect significant differences ·where the 
absolut,s value of the difference was large enough to be meaningfu.L 
It is notmmrthy that, in general, larger differences were found 
within socioeconomic groups than between counties and states. It is 
also noteworthy that the variables, (a) most preferred program and (b) 
referendum vote, often sho·wed the strongest association with the atti-
tude scores. Little or no association was found with age, farm size, 
income, net worth, or Farm Bureau membership. 
In surmnarizing the responses to the items on perception and atti-
tudes1 it would seem that many farmers have conflicting values and lack 
an understanding of basic economic relationships., There are likely 
several reasons for this. Farmers have seen tre111endous changes come 
about in farming during their lifetime. They face the possibility of 
even more spectacular changes in the future. Farm organizationc; have 
wrangled continuously over the best ·way to make adjustments" Colleges 
of Agriculture have not devoted much effort to helping fB.rmers understand 
the social, economic, and political context in which public policy 
decisions a.re made. 
l!Jfmy of today's farmers have operated during periods when there was 
relatively little government control. lfm,ny would prefer t.o operate in 
such a ·way but they fear the effect on their incomes. rf'nus, on the one 
hand, many farmers still have the old Protestant ethic that they will be 
amply rewarded if only they work hard enough ·-,~ the idea that a man 
shouldn~t need help from anyone, especially not a government handout (as 
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price support payments are sometimes called). In addition, many far-
mers have an aversion to the red tape involved in government programs 
-- standing in line at the ASCS office or plowing up crops to meet 
acreage restrictions. Also, many farmers chafe 1-J'hen they see other 
farmers getting a better deal or "getting by" with something under 
government programs. 
On the other hand, many of these same farmers have seen their 
incomes hold steady or decrease while city workers have enjoyed rising 
incomeso They have seen the prices of products they sell go dovm while 
products they buy have gone up. Some farmers said that non-agricultural 
sectors of the econ01ny are receiving considerable government aid, and 
they believe that agriculture r,rill need help as long as other sectors 
receive it. As a result of all these factors, many farmers have these 
conflicting forces within them. 
Whan can agricultural educators do to help farmers reach logical 
decisions under such a situation? First, it's important that agricultural 
leaders recognize the conflicts within the farmers. Agricultural educators 
need to correct some of the cliches which are often prevalent in discuss-
ions of farm policy and programs. A:nd finally, educational programs should 
include a discussion of goals and values as well as dollar and cent rela-
tionships. 
CHAPTER V 
PREDICTIVE POWER OF C0!1BINED VARIABLES 
Basic attitudes, perception, and other variables ·were found to 
be related to farmers; preferences for programs in the analysis of the 
previous chapter. Because the available data appeared to conform to the 
assumptions of non-parametric methods~ a Mann-Whitney test of significant 
differences ·was used for the analysis. A disadvantage of this test pro-
cedure was that only bro-variable comparisons were made simultaneously 
while other variables 1j.J"ere not held constant. Also, the resulting associa-· 
tion between two variables provided little basis for prediction sincr 
information provided by other variables influencing program choices was 
not incorporated in the model. 
To circumvent these latter difficulties~ multiple regression is 
used in this chapter to predict program choices of farmers from percep·u 
tion, attitudinal, geographic, and other variables. The progra...'11 choice 
is specified by a zero-one dependent variable; thus the error structure 
cannot be expected to approach a normal distribution~ even in large 
samples. The parametric t test of significance therefore nmst be 
interpreted cautiously. 
If a multiple regression of a dependent variable Y -rr1-hich takes on 
0=1 values is run on several explanatory ve.riables X, then the calculated 
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value of Y may be interpreted as an estimate of the conditional prob-
ability of Y, given x. 1 
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This analysis can provide a better measure of the relative strength 
of association of the combined set of variables with program preference 
than was possible in the last chapter. The partial regression coeffi-
cients indicate the effect of one independent variable when other 
variables are held constant. Regression analysis can also indicate 
whether a knowledge of farmers' attitudes can increase the predict-
ability of farmers' preferences over that provided by socioeconomic 
characteristics alone. It is not the purpose of this chapter to present 
a detailed analysis of the factors affecting choices among several pro-
grams as this will be the subject of another dissertation. 
Three dependent variables related to program. preferences were 
selected: (1) preference for a free market, (2) preference for a manda-
tory program, and (3) a "yes II vote in the wheat referendum. Three 
regression equations were run on each of the above dependent variables 
in the f ollo-r,Jing sequence~ 
(1) Dependent variable = f(perception and attitudinal scores) 
(2) Dependent variable ::: f (socioeconomic variables) 
(J) Dependent variable = f (a combination of the attitudinal and 
socioeconomic variables sho1idng the 
greatest association with the 
dependent variable in equations 1 
and 2.) 
1Je Johnson, Econometric lVJethods (New York, 1963), pp. 221-2280 
Johnson points out that extensive application of this zero-one approach 
has been made by the Social Systems Research Institute of the University 
of Wisconsin. The work of the Institute is concerned with the integration 
of sociological and other variables vdth the more orthodox economic var-
iables in the study of the dynamics of socioeconomic systems. 
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The score related to far.mars' attitude toward program information was 
not included in the regression analysis. This score was included in the 
analysis of the previous chapter primarily to get a better characteriza-
tion of specific groups of farmers. 
The number of observations used in the regression equations was 346. 
Approximately 150 of the schedules had to be eliminated from this analysis 
because certain questions were not answered. Most of the questions not 
answered dealt with income, net worth, breakeven price, and estimated 
five-year free market price. 2 
The regression results are presented in tabular form. 
Preference for Free Market 
Table XXVI shows the influence of attitudes and perception upon 
preference for a free market. The independent variable showing the 
strongest association with the dependent variable was the attitude toward 
government's responsibility to support farm prices and incomes. An atti-
tude that government has little responsibility was associated with a pre-
ference for a free market. The coefficient can be interpreted to mean 
that for every unit increase in this attitudinal score,. the )ppobability_ 
of preferring a free market decreased by .0904. For example, Republicans 
had a mean score of 2.61 on this attitude while Democrats had 2.970 __ ....._...__ .... ____ , ....... .,.,..,., ------·....-·' .. ,·• .. · .. .. 
2.A.n alternative·procedure,would have been,to use mean vs;lues of 
variables to fill missing observations. An inspection of the data sug-
gested th?,t.,missing observations_ were distributed somewhat randomly among 
schedules, e.g., persons who did not give net income data tended to give 
net worth and other data. If the missing observations were truly random 
throughout the schedules~ omitting schedules with missing observations 
would not lead to bias. 
TABLE XXVI 
REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS SHOWING ASSOCIATION OF ATTITUDES 





Government responsibility to 
support prices 
Liberal-Conservative 
Concern about government cost 
Perception 
Past program administration 
Concern about farm efficiency 





Constant term= .6204 
R2 = .23 
Coefficient t Valuea Coefficient __ _ 
-.0904 -4.7623 -.2630 
-.0130 -2.9270 -.1682 
-.0268 -2.1148 .... 1134 
.0097 2.0618 .1047 
-.0198 -1.8.52.5 -.0944 
.0069 1.2324 .0667 
-.0041 -1.1347 - • 0.552 
-.0874 -1.7705 -.0973 
-.0885 -1.7179 -.0928 
-.0718 -1.2.547 -.0663 
aThe tabulated t value at P(.01) is 2 • .58; at P(.05), 1.96; and at 
P(.10), 1.64. 
'bstandardized coefficients have been corrected for differences in 
estimated variance. This permits comparison of the coefficients as to 
their relative impact upon the dependent variable. 
Multiplying these mean scores times the coefficient of -.0904 shows 
that based on this attitudinal score, the probability of an average 
Democrat preferring a free market was only .0325 less than for the average 
Republican. M"ean attitudinal scores for different groups are given in 
Appendix C. 
Other variables whose coefficients were statistically significant at 
P(.0.5) or less -were liberal-conservative attitude, concern about govern-
ment cost, and' per'ceptiom of'. .. the t:a::ron1problern ... ,,.-A conser,v.ative orient_ation, 
concern about government cost, and a less kesn :::erception were associated 
llO 
with a prefel,"~nce for a :t:;r.ee .:ma;rket •. ,Thi:} .:r~l~tii,gnsro.,psGW~ili'~ :P9n~;ist,ijnt 
with those· :f:'o:und:_j.n ~he· an~lyl;l;i.s)g;t\,1:,he:prev;i.ous:-·chapte~~,· ,l'l;ie: µ~e:.ci:t'; 
. .. 2 
perception:,: ~.ti;.:l, tud:inal, ~nq a;rf3a, y_ri.iable s gave an R of • 23. 
Area coefficients indicate county differences in magnitude (prob-
ability) of the dependent variable when all oth~r independent variables 
are at the same level. They allow for differences in regression inter-
capt among counties, but do not allow for differences in marginal response 
of the dependent variable to the independent variables. In this analysis 
Grant County was used as a standard of comparison. For example, the prob-
ability of a farm.er in Washington County preferring a free market was 
.0874 less than if he lived in Grant County, other things equal. 
Table XXVII shows the influence of socioeconomic variables upon 
preference for a free market. Size of wheat allotment had the largest 
standard coefficient and indicated that the smaller the wheat allotment, 
the greater the tendency to prefer a free market. Other factors tending 
to show a positive association with a free market preference were expecta-
tions of a higher five-year free market price for wheat, a relatively 
good competitive position in a free market situation as compared with 
neighboring farmers, greater age, a smaller percentage of acres owned, 
and more educationo All of these coefficients were statistically sig;.. 
nificant at P(.05) or less. The other variables listed, all showing 
relatively less asooiation with the dependent variable, are self-
explanatory except for breakeven wheat price. This was the wheat price 
per bushel which the farmer said he would need to break even with his 
cash costs of production. The use of socioeconomic and area variables 
gave an R2 of .22. 
TABLE XXVII 
REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS SHOWING ASSOCIATION OF SOCIOECONOMIC 
VARIABLES WITH PREFERENCE FOR A FREE MARKET 
Ul 
StandarMzed .. 
Variable Coefficient t Value Coefficient 
Socioeconomic 
Size of wheat allotment -.0004 -1.9827 -.3026 
Five-year free market price .1604 3.891.5 .2108 
Competitive position with 
neighbors .1.5.52 3.89.58 .207.5 
Size of total farm .0001 1.2200 .1811 
Age .004.5,. 2.1329 .1390 
Percent of acres owned -.0014 -2.1817 -.12.59 
Education .0176 · 2~0088 .1163 
Attendance at policy meetings .0972 -1.8374 ... 1014 
Democrat -.0776 -1.8724 -.0987 
Gross income from feed grain 
and livestock -.0000 -1.141.5 -.07.53 
Compliance with allotments -.1011 -1.3.563 -.0713 
Educational meetings -.0672 -1.0311 - • 0.53.5 
Ratio of off-farm to total income .0008 .8861 • OL~97 
Debt/asset ratio .0004 .4874 .0260 
Average income -.0000 --.2861 -.0199 
Opportunity for nonfa:rm 
employment -.0072 -.2403 -.0137 
Breakeven wheat price .0023 .0782 .0041 
Farm Bureau membership • 0005 .0492 .0029 
Organizational index .0001 .0216 .001.5 
Area 
Washington -.1948 -3.0796 -.2168 
Thomas .0866r -1.23.52 -.0800 
Texas -.0363 -.6127 -.0381 
Constant term= -.1780 
R2 = .22 
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Independent variables selected for inclusion in the third equation 
were those which showed the strongest association with the dependent 
variable in equations 1 and 2. Both t values and standardized coeffi-
cients were considered in making the selection. In most cases the t 
value was 1.00 or greater for the coefficients of variables selected for 
equation 3. Some variables were eliminated because the available com-
puter program put a limit on the number of variables that could be used. 
Another reason for eliminating variables was to reduce intercorrelation 
and attendant instability of parametric estimates. Later results show 
this effort was not completely successful. 
The results of combining the attitudinal and socioeconomic variables 
are shown in Table XXVIII. The four variables having the strongest associa-
tion with preference for a free market as sho1m by the standard coeffi~ 
cients included one attitudinal variable and three socioeconomic factors. 
Three of these coefficients were significant at P(.05) or less. 
The R2 was .31 on the combined variables. It is noteworthy that 
the addition of the attitudinal variables to the socioeconomic variables 
increased the R2 by about 40 percent. 
Preference for Mandatory Program 
Table XXIX shows the association of attitudes and perception w.i.th 
preference for a mandatory program. The perception variable had the 
highest standard coefficient and indicated that the keener the perception, 
the greater the tendency to prefer a mandatory program. Two other var-
iables showing relatively large coefficients were attitude toward govern-
ment's responsibility to support farm prices and liberal-conservative 
11.3 
TABLE :XXVIII 
REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS SHOWING COMBINED ASSOCIATION OF ATTITUDES 
AND SOCIOECONOMIC VARIABLES WITH PREFERENCE FOR A FREE }IARICET 
Standardized 
Variable Coefficient t Value Coefficient . 
Socioeconomic 
Size of wheat allotment -.0005 -2.6331 -.3400 
Size of total farm .0001 1.7625 .2323 
Competitive position 'With 
neighbors .1157 3.1338 .1546 
Education .0162 1.8928 .1069 
Percent acres owned -.0011 -1.8904 -.1007 
Age .0030 1.5687 .0926 
Five-year free market price .0690 1.6526 .0907 
Attendance at policy meetings -.0812 -L6694 -.0847 
Gross from feed grain and 
livestock -.0000 -1.2561 -.0753 
Compliance 'With allotments -.0582 -.8316 -.0411 
Democrat -.0140 -.3499 -.0178 
Attitudes 
Government responsibility to 
support prices -. 0725 -3.8819 -.2108 
Liberal-Conservative -.0078 -1.6848 -.1011 
Concern about government cost -.0226 -1.7780 -.0958 
Past·program administration -.0186 -1.7750 -.0887 
Perception .0060 1.2393 .0648 
Concern about farm efficiency .0056 .9793 .0541 
Concern about consumer cost -. 0034 -.9635 -.04.58 
Area 
Washington -.1.535 ... 2.5812 -.1708 
Thomas -.1077 -1.7103 -.0995 
Texas -00574 -1.0346 -.0602 
Constant term= .2838 
2 R = .31 
TABLE XXIX 
REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS SHOWING ASSOCIATION OF ATTITUDES AND 




Government responsibility to 
support prices 
Liberal-Conservative 
Concern about government cost 
Past program administration 
Concern about far.m efficiency 





Constant term= .1600 





















-3.4769 - .2051+ 
-2 .. 1656 -.12.31 
-1.2662 -.0736 
orientation. The direction of influence was consistent with a priori 
expectations: the stronger the feeling that government has a respon-
sibility to support prices and the more liberal the individual, the 
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greater the tendency to prefer a mandatory program. Although both these 
attitudes stem from somewhat similar ideology, the attitude toward 
government's responsibility to support farm prices and incomes is much 
n10re specific in nature than the general liberal-conservative orienta-
tion. Thus measures of both attitudes are used. 
The R2 of this group of variables was .ll,indicating that the 
explanatory attitudinal variables predicted very imperfectly the choice 
of a mandatory program. 
11.5 
The association of socioeconomic variables with preference for a 
1uandatory program is sho,m in Table XXXo The strongest relationship was 
one indicating that the less opportunity a farmer sai;r for non-farm employ-
ment, the more likely he was to pref er a mandatory program. It is note-, 
1:rorthy that such variables as size of farm, average income, age, education, 
and Farm Bureau membership had little influence upon preferences for a 
manda.tory program. The R2 was .11, the same as sho-vm by the attitucli.nal 
variables. 
The r,esults of using both types of variables are shown in Table XXXI. 
Few of the coefficients were statistically significant. The cornqining of 
the -variables raised the R2 from .11 to .1.5, an increase of about one··third. 
A "Yes 11 Vote in 'Wheat Referendum 
Attitudes sho·vred a relatively strong association with farmers a ten-
dency to vote "yes 11 in the 1963 wheat referendum~ as shovm by Table XXXII. 
Farmers who were more liberal, less concerned about government costs 9 and 
had a more favorable attitude tmrard administration of past programs were 
more likely to vote "yes''• The relationship ,tlth perceptior1 indicated 
that the keener the perception 11 the greater the tendency to vote 11yes 11 o 
All of these coefficients were statistically significant at P(o05). The 
R2 1Jas .32. The resulting coefficient of multiple correlation of R == 
.57 compared favorably vd th the point made earlier in the study that :many 
researchers have reported a correlation of .50 to .60 between attitudinal 
scores and actual perform.a.nee of behavior) 
3The correlation found here was actually much higher than that re·· 
ported in some attitudinal studieso For example, M1eller, p. 959, reported 
an R of .25, regressing consumer purchases on a li.near combination of 
income 9 age, index of buying intentions, and attitudes. 
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TABLE X.XX 
REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS SHOWING ASSOCIATION OF SOCIOECONOMIC 
VARIABLES WITH PREFERENCE FOR A MANDATORY PROGRAM 
Standardized 
Variable Coefficient t Value Coefficient 
Socioeconomic 
Opportunity for nonfarm 
employment -.0571 -2.0775 -.1263 
Ratio of off-farm to total 
income .. 0015 1.8030 .1082 
Five-year free :market price -.0660 -1.7330 -.1003 
Breakeven.;.Mhea:ttpri'ce .. , .0397 1.4913 .0839 
Democrat (" .0053 1.4447 .0814 
Organizational index .0032 1.1343 .0789 
Compliance with allotments .0794 1.1536 .0648 
Attendance at educational meaings-,0703 -1.1678 -.0648 
Att.ending,e at policy meetings .0450 . ·.9204 .0543 
Competitive position with 
neighbors -.0339 -.9209 -.0524 
Size of total farm -.0000 -.3065 -.0486 
Size of wheat allotment .0001 .2676 • OLi,37 
Debt/asset ratio . -.0005 -.5967 .... 0340 
Gross from feed grain and 
livestock .0000 .4366 .0308 
Average income -.0000 -.3895 -.0290 
Age -.0002 -.1124 -.0078 
Education .0008 .0958 .0059 
Percent farm acres owned -.0000 -.0679 -.0042 
Farm Bureau member .0002 .0173 .0011 
Area 
Washington -.0692 -1.1839 -.0891 
Texas -.0706 -1.2880 -.0857 
Thomas -. 0765 -1.1819 -.0818 
Constant term= .1111 
R2 = .11 
TABLE :XXXI 
REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS SHOWING COMBINED ASSOCIATION OF ATTITUDES 
AND SOCIOECONOMIC VARIABLES WITH PREFERENCE FOR A MANDATORY PROGRAM 
Standardized 
Variable Coefficient .. t Value Coefficient •· 
Socioeconomic 
Opportunity for nonfarm 
employment -. 0.544 -2.1725 -.1203 
Ratio of off-farm to total 
income • 001.5 2.1114 .1159 
Bre·akeven,p:;rice. :: .0378 1.4659 .0798 
Organizational index .0026 1.1605 .064? 
· Attendance at educational 
meetings -. 0507 -.8655 -.046? 
Compliance with allotments .0506 .'7601 .0413 
Attendance at policy meetings .0297 .6432 .0358 
Competitive position with 
neighbors -.0195 -.5494 -.0302 
Democrat .0186 .4856 .0274 
Five-year free market price -.0074 -.1832 -.0112 
Attitudes 
Perception -.0082 -1.8183 -.1027 
Government responsibility to 
support prices .0290 1.6445 .09?6 
Liberal-Conservative .0049 1.1813 .0743 
Concern about government cost .0109 .9178 .0532 
Past program administration .0076 .7.581 .0418 
Area 
Washington -.1068 -2.1209 -.1376 
Thomas -.0942 -1.7232 -.1007 
Texas -. 0575 -1.1747 .... 0697 
Constant term= .0546 
R2 = .15 
TABLE XXXII 
REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS SHOWING ASSOCIATION OF PERCEPTION 




Concern about government cost 
Perception 
Past program administration 
Government responsibility to 
support prices 
Concern about consumer cost 





Constant term= -.08.57 























• 8.529 .0433 
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Table XXXIII shows the association of socioeconomic variables with 
referendum vote. Seven of these variables showed a relatively strong 
association with the "yes" vote. There was a negative association 
between size of wheat allotment and a ''yes" vote but a positive associa-
tion between size of total farm and a ''yes" vote. The lower the estimated 
five-year free market price for wheat, the greater the tendency to vote 
yes. Farmers who had higher estimated breakeven prices were more likely 
to vote ''yes ", as were farmers who complied with wheat allotments. · Far-
mars who felt their competitive position was relatively poor as compared 
with their neighbors were more likely to vote "yestt. All of these coeffi-
cients were statistically significant at l'( .0.5) or less. The R2 was equal 
to .34. 
TABLE XXXIII 
REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS SHOWING ASSOCIATION OF SOCIOECONOMIC 




Coefficient t Value Coefficient 2:; 
Socioeconomic 
Size of wheat allotment -00008 -3.0137 -.4244 
Size of total farm .0002 2.7443 .37.58 
. Five-year free market price --3.540 -7.4337 - .. 371.5 
Democrat .211.5 4.4192 .2149 
Break even wheat price .0861 2 • .5880 .12.56 
Compliance with allotments .2227 2 • .5863 .12.5.5 
Competitive position with 
neighbors -.0982 -2.1334 -.1048 
Average income .0000 1..5012 .0963 
Possibility for nonfarm 
employment -. 0.590 -1.7139 -.0900 
Attendance at policy meetings .0957 1 • .5661 .0?9I? · 
Farm Bureau member -.0184 -1.4726 -.079.5 
Organizational index .0031 .8870 .0533 
Ratio of off-farm to total income .0007 .7328 .0380 
Percent of farm acres owned .000.5 .6,542 .0348 
Age -.0011 , ... -.4339 -.0261 
Educational meetings ·.040.5 • .5372 .02.57 
Education • 0018::. .177.5 .009.5 
Debts/assets ratio .0002 .1794 .0088 
Gross from feed grain and 
livestock .0000 .0910 • 00.5.5 
Area 
Texas .0679 .9899 .0.568 
Thomas .0433 • .5346 .0319 
Washington ... 0332 · -.4.549 -.029.5 
Constant term= .4269 
2 R = .34 
Table XXXIV shows the coefficients resulting when both attitudinal 
and socioeconomic variables were regressed upon a "yes" vote. Five 
socioeconomic and four attitudinal variables were significant at P( • 0.5) 
or less. Combining the two types of variables increased the R2 to .44, 
or about one-third over using each type individually, 
TABLE XXXIV 
REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS SHOWING COMBINED ASSOCIATION OF ATTITUDES 
AND SOCIOECONOMIC VARIABLES WITfl A "YES" REFERENDUM VOTE . 
Standardized 
Variable Coefficient t Value Coefficie.nt :; .· . 
Socioeconomic 
Size of wheat allotment -.0007 -3.10.53 -.3921 
Size of total farm .0002 2.8805 .3308 
Five-year free market price -.231.5 -4.8289 -.2430 
Break even iprider•. .0826 2.7078 .1205 
Democrat .1172 2 • .5658 .1191 
Average income .0000 1.6432 .0941 
Compliance with wheat allotments .1.531 1 .. 919.5 .0862 
Opportunity for nonfar.m 
employment -.0480 -1.6090 -.0732 
Competitive position with 
neighbors:: -.0.589 -1.3762 -.0629 
Attendance at policy meetings .0723 1.3095 .0603 
Farm Bureau membership -.013.5 -1.1737 • 0.58.5 
Organizational index .0031 ,991.5 .0.538 
Ratio of off-far.m to total income .0010 1.1021 • 0.523 
Percent far.m acres owned .0002 .• 3801 .0172 
Attitudes 
Concern about government cost .. 0558 3.9427 .1887 
Liberal-Conservative .01.59) 3.167.5 .1647 
Past program administration .0280 2.3.593 .1067 
Perception -.0116 -2.1.513 -.1003 
Government respo~sibility to 
support prices .0032 .1.507 .0074 
Area 
Washington -.0982 -1.4694 -.0873 
Texas .0852 1.34.53 .0714 
Thomas .0401 .5.511 .0296 
Constant term= -.0642 
R2 = .44 
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In ea.ch of the three preferences analyzed, there tended to be a 
decrease in size of coefficients and int values when the variables were 
combined in equation 3o This probably results from intercorrelation 
among the variableso However, the relative associative strength of the 
variables remained similarQ 
SUinl1lary of Regression Analysis 
The purpose of this chapter was to determine the relative strength 
of association of certain variables with farmers' preferences for differ-
ent types of farm programs and also, the predictive power of attitudinal 
and other variables. The analysis was based on the proposition that 
farmers' program preferences are a function of perception and attitudes 
as well as socioeconomic factors~ This proposition was supported by the 
analysis which showed that the predictability of farmers' preferences 
could be improved by using a combination of attitudinal and socio-
economic variables, rather than either type alone~ However, the pre-
dictability was not high, an indication of the complicated nature of 
individual farmer preferences. 
· A number of variables tended to show a substantial amount of associa-
tion with the program. preferences. From the attitudinal group these 
included attitude to,,ard government responsibility to support farm prices, 
liberal-conservative orientation, concern about government ~ost, and per-
ception of the current agricultural situation. Socioeconomic variables 
that were included in this group were size of wheat allotment, size of 
total farm, five-year free market price, and political party. 
Other variables tended to show little association with preferences. 
Included among these were the attitudinal variables of concev.n:;_about 
consumer cost and efficiency in farming, and the socioeconomic variables 
of average income, age, education, and Farm Bureau membership. 4 
There may be non-linear relationships involved between the variables 
used in this analysis. This non-linearity may be due to a relationship 
between the dependent and an independent variable which could best be 
approximated by a squared or cubed term. Or there could be non-
linearity resulting from interaction between independent variables, 
such as betvreen perception and education. These possibilities were not 
explored in this study. 
The findings on relationships of attitudes and program preferences 
obtained in the previous chapter by comparisons between groups generally 
substantiated the results obtained by regression in this chapter. 
',iadwiger, p. 7, suggested that local activities of ASCS and Farm 
Bureau prior to the 1963 wheat referendum did much to motivate farmers 
to vote but did little to persuade them how to mark their ballot. 

CHAPTER VI 
SOURCES OF INFORMATION AND ROLE OF EDUCATION 
One of the conclusions drawn from the analysis of previous chapters 
was that there is a need for additional educational work with farmers 
on the subject of farm policies and programso It would be useful in 
planning an effective educational program to know what sources of infor-
mation farmers now use to keep abreast of new developments in this field. 
It would also be useful to know farmers' opinions on the role of the 
College of Agriculture and Extension Service in this area of educational 
worko 
A better understanding of farmers' sources of information on farm 
programs would help farm educational leaders make more efficient use of 
the time they spend on such informational effortso Improved informational 
efforts would help farmers to better evaluate current programs in terms 
of their individual farm operations and the total agricultural economy. 
Information Sources 
Th.ere are two distinct types of information situations related to 
farm programs. One type deals with the details of programs currently 
in effect, such as size of allotments, support prices, sign-up dates, and 
rules about cross-compliance. The other type deals with information of 
a more basic nature, such as used by a farmer deciding how he ·will vote 
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in a specific referendum or election, or whether or not to support a 
particular organization or political candidateo This is the type of 
information in which the College of Agriculture and the Extension Service 
are primarily interestedo Their purpose is not to influence directly a 
specific decision but to provide information about the total agricultural 
situation, adjustments needed, and possible methods of making these 
adjustments so that farmers have objective information on which to base 
decisions. Farm organizations and political officials also are usually 
very active in this type of information situation, atten1pting to influence 
directly the vote or decision. Newspaper and :magazine editors often 
write impassioned editorials in these situations. 
Farmers were questioned about information sources they used most 
frequently in each type of situationo Table XX.XV shows the information 
sources they used most frequently for learning the details of current pro-
grams. letters from and visits to the ASCS office.were rated considerably 
above any other source as being most usefule Substantial use was made 
of ASCS special meetings, farm magazines, and newspapers, although they 
did not rate high as being the most useful sourcea Neighbors, radio, 
television, and elevator manager were used some, while the use of land-
lord and county agent was negligible. 
These results have several implications. They point out the reliance 
farmers place upon letters from and visits to the ASCS office. This 
would indicate that ASCS personnel have an obligation to constantly revievr 
their techniques and methods of presenting information so that these 
letters and visits will be of the greatest possible benefit to farmers~ 
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TABLE :XXXV 
SOURCES OF INFORMATION FOR DETAILS ON FARM PROGRAMS 
· Use Use Use Use Most 
Source a Much Some Little None O§eful 
(Percent of Farmers Answering) (Pct. )0 
letters from ASCS office 70 22 7 1 38 
Visits to ASCS office .52 33 13 2 30 
ASCS special meetings 28 31 31 10 10 
Farm magazines 28 4.5 21 6 9 
Newspapers 21 Lj,6 2.5 8 3 
Neighbors 14 39 31-,, 13 3 
Radio 11 34 43 12 2 
Television 11 31 43 1.5 2 
Elevator manager 11 32 43 14 l 
Landlord .5 17 49 29 l 
County agent 4 17 .59 20 1 
(N = 499) (N = .5.52) 
a.Listed in order of· ·rank in column ''Use Much" o 
bPercent of summed frequencies of all sources listed as "Most 
Useful"o Some farmers gave more than one source, giving an N of 5.52. 
A nmnber of farmers commented on the attitude of ASCS office workers. 
It would appear that for certain farmers to get the most out of their 
visits to the ASCS office, the office workers need to use considerable 
patience and tact in explaining details of farm programs (often quite 
complicated) to these individualso · 
The results indicate that mass med~a efforts would likely be most 
efficient if directed towards magazines and newspapers rather than radio 
or television." 
For the Extension Service, these :results indicate that county agents 
should evaluate carefully any efforts they put into simply publicizing 
the details of farm programs$ It appears that informational efforts by 
county agents optimally should be ai.med at background information or 
other information not being supplied to farmers by ASCS efforts. 
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A considerable amount of discussion about farzn program. details takes 
place among neighborso Fifty-three percent said they used their neigh= 
bors as a source either 11much II or "some" o The fact that 43 percent used 
their elevator manager to some extent indicates that the ASCS office 
should make an effort to keep elevator managers informed of developmentso 
Similar findings were reported when farmers were asked what sources 
of information they used when trying to decide how to vote in referendum.so 
The results are shown in Table XXX.VIo 
The county ASCS office was again rated as the most useful source of 
information, with 44 percent of the choices falling in this category. 
Farm magazines and newspapers were again the highest ranked mass mediao 
Neighbors were used ''much" or "some" by nearly one-half the fa.rmerso 
Fa.rm organizations and the College of Agriculture ranked about the 
sameo The relatively low ranking given to farm organizations is somewhat 
surprising as :such organiz:,a.tions have put considerable effort into infor= 
mationa.l programs dealing with :refe:rendumso By comparison, the College 
of Agriculture has been less involved in referendums, attempting only to 
provide background information and some methods by which f ar·mers could 
analyze their individual situationso 
It should be noted that it is difficult for an individual to recall 
all the sources of information that come into play in a specific situa= 
tiono However, the answers to the preceding question indicate that far= 
mers in this survey put most emphasis on ASCS info~nation to determine 
how their farm operation would be affected by a particular programo 
TABLE LUVI 
SOURCES OF INFORMATION hl}IEN DECIDING HOW TO VOTE 
IN A RT£FERENDUM 
County ASCS office 39 35 18 
Farm magazines 27 L177 18 
Newspapers 17 L~8 25 
Neighbors 10 35 44 
Farm organizations 8 2e 49 
College of Agriculture 
a.nd county agent 8 29 45 
Dept. of Agriculture 
in Washington 8 29 4,5 
Television 8 Jl 44 
Radio 7 34 44 
Elevator manager 6 25 48 
Landlord 6 18 48 


























N = 492) (N = 4lH) 
a.Listed in order of rank in column ruuse fuch "o 
bPercent of summed frequencies of all sources listed as nJYbst 
Useful"· 
Conversely, they see111ed to put rr::ilatively little :trnporta11ce (m what the 
farm organizations and polit:tcal pa.rty officials were sayi:ngo It may be 
that ASCS ii.1.:forma.tion is primarily oper:'l.tional in its ir1flue11c:e buts> 
because of its close identi.fica. tion with f artn programs, it was the source 
listed by many farmers as being most. useful in making decisions involving 
basic values. Conversely, the influence of other groups such as farm 
organizations may be less evident bu.t a.n i.mporta.nt fa.ctor in far-
mers 1 decisionso 
An additional evaluation of information sources was obtained by 
asking farmers if they thought any of these sources present a biased 
analysis of program situationso Of 501 farmers, 47 percent said yes, 
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19 percent said no, and 34 percent said they did not know or didn~t 
answero A high percentage of 11donijt know" or "no 11 responses indicates 
that many farmers probably had not thought much about this ideao Table 
XXXVII shows that slightly over one=half the farmers answering "yes" 
to the question said farm organizations are sources that present only 
one side of the questiono Also listed a substantial number of times 
were political party officials, county ASCS office, and Dspartment of 
Agriculture in Washingtono The College of Agriculture and county agent 
were listed by eight percent of the farmers answering "yes" to this qu.es-
tiono A few farmers said that all sources present only one side of the 
pictureo 
It was noted earlier that farmers frequently said that they used 
their neighbors as a source of farm program informationo Sociologists 
have found that farmers like to discuss ideas with someone else when 
they are making decisions about a new idea or programo Farmers inter-
viewed in this survey were asked the following questiong If you could 
get the opinion of only one other person in your community about a farm 
program, who would it be? Only 267 of the 501 farmers interviewed answered 
this question, which indicates many farmers did not understa.nd,the question 
or could not decide how they wanted to answer it (Table XXXVIII)o Of 
those answering, a la_rge majority said they would seek the opinion of 
another farmero Nine percent listed a local ASCS official, while eight 
percent named their bankero The county agent and elevator manager were 
TABLE XXXVII 
SOURCES LISTED AS GIVING A BIAsgn PRESENTATION 
OF FARM PROGRAM INFORMATION 
Farm organizations 
Political party 
County ASCS offi.ce 























(N = 223) 
aPercent of total nuinber of farmers listing one or more sources as 
giving only one side of pictureo Percentages add to more than 100 
because many farmers listed more than one sourc:e. 
'rABLE XXXVIII 
PERSON WITH WHOM F'.ARJ.l:IERS WOULD MOST PREFER 
TO DISCUSS FARM PROGRJllf.LS 





:rneva tor manager 



























each named by five percent of those answering the questionc These results 
indicate that a majority of the farmers answering this question would pre-
fer to get the opinion of another farmer rather than some farm agency 
employee or businessrnano It is believed that most farmers interpreted 
the ttopinion" in this question to be of ai+. approve=dtsapprove :nature '.rather 
than a clarification of some program detailo 
Role of College of Agriculture and Ex:tern,ion Service 
Considerable discussion in recent years has focused on the role of 
the College of Agriculture and :Extension Service in disseminating infor-
mation about farm programso Some people have proposed that they need to 
become much more active in public affairs educationo1 However, increased 
work in this area has moved slowly, partly because there are controversial 
issues involved in public policieso Cochrane has stated this need for 
increased effort very forcefully: 
The time has come~ and long since past, to do something 
about this economic literacy problemo Unless farmers under-
stand the basic economic relationships of their industry, 
there is no way to confront them with reality with respect to 
the problems of their industryo Thus, it seems to me that each 
extension director, each head of a department of agricultural 
economics and each agricultural economist who thinks of himself 
as a leader~ must give this problem very high priority in his 
thoughts and actionso 
And more is involved here than presenting and extending 
"the facts 11 • Farmers are barraged vd th facts o The problem 
is one of assisting farmers to gain a working knowledge of the 
important and relevant economic l"elationships involved in their 
industry~ Som~how, some way, farmers generally must gain this 
unde:rstandingo 
1see Stroup 9 ppo 6-27, for a description of deYelopments in public 
affairs educationo 
2cochrane, ppa 459=4600 
l'.31 
The question might be asked whether education such as provided by 
the College of Agriculture can help farmers gain this understandingo 
An informal survey of students and staff in the Department of Agricultural 
Econorrdcs at Oklahoma State University indicates that education does play 
a role in providing the needed understandingo 
The perception scale as described in Chapter IV was administered to 
a number of undergraduates in agricultural economics classes, and to 
graduate students and staff in the depa.rt:mento The :results shown in 
Table XXXIX indicate a high correlation between perception score and 
educational level, and provide an informative contrast with the results 
obtained from farmerso It should be remembered that the lower the score, 
the keener the perception of the current agricultural situation. 
TABLE XXXIX 
A COMPARISON OF FARMERSw PERCEPTION SCORES WITH 







Graduate students 20 










If education ca.n sharpen an individual 0s perception of the farm 
situat::'Lon, as was indicated by these results, then the next ql.lestion 
is how to take this education to fam.erso To determine whether they 
·were receptive to educational efforts in this field, farmers in this 
survey were asked to select the most appropriate of the following three 
roles for the College of Agriculture and Extension Service in regard to 
information about farm policies and prograrn.sg 
1. 'I'hey should put out as much unbiased, factual information as 
possible without expressing opinions" 
2o They should take a def:1.ni te stand on which types of programs 
would be besto 
J" They should not put out infor.maticm on fa::rm pr·ograms o 
Results are sho,:,m in '.rable XLo 
TABLE XL 
FARMERS' OPINIONS ABOUT THE PROPER ROLE OF THE COLLEGE 
OF AGRICULTURE AND EXTENSION SERVICE IN DISSE.MINA'rING 
INFORMATION ABOUT FARM POLICIES AND PROGRAMS 
Role 
Put out only factual 
information 
Take a definite stand 
















A big majority said the role of these educational agencies is to put 
out unbiased factual information, which is, i.n effect, the role these 
agencies have been attempting to followo The question that remains, in 
light of Coah:rane ~ s comments~ is whether 'the College of Ag:i."'iculture and 
Extension Service have been devoting enough resources to this purposeo 
Only a small minority of the farmers would have the College of. 
Agriculture and Extension Service take a definite stand as to which pro= 
grams would be besto An even smaller percentage would have them refrain 
from disseminating any program info:rmationo 
Some persons have asked whether education on farm policies and pro-
grams would influence the basic values of farmers and their liberal-
conservative orientationo The students and staff of the agricultural 
economics departn1ent were given the liberal~·conservative scale as well 
as the perception sca.1.eo The results showed that educational level had 
little correlation with the individual~s liberal-conservative position. 
A tentative inference from this small sample would be that, on the average, 
the basic philosophy as to the proper role of gove:i:wient in social and 
economic affairs is not likely to be changed substantially by educational 
programso Thus additional education.al efforts would conform to the 
widely held value judgment (even of groups with major differences in 
political philosophy) that public education shou.ld be pursued to make 
individuals better informed but not to change their basic philosophic 
position. 
There has been some speculation that farmers do not get enough 
'\,)' 
information on program choices to vote intelLtgently in a referendumo 
When asked their response to this question, fa.r111e:rs gave the answers 
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shown in Table XLL Slightly more than one=half said they got enough 
information but a substantial number indicated they felt a need for 
additional inforruationo 
In the past, meetings have been one of the primary methods by 
which the Extension Service has taken new information to farmers. How= 
ever, in recent years, there has been some discussion among Extension 
personnel that it is becoming more difficult to get farmers to attend 
an educational meeting. Farmers in this survey were asked whether they 
attended adult classes or meetings held by the Extension Service or 
Vocational Agriculture on topics other than fa.rm policies and programs. 
Results shown in Table XLII indicate that a majority of farmers do not 
attend such meetings regularly. Only nine percent said they attended 
such meetings ofteno However, the situation was quite different iihen 
farmers were asked whether they had attended any meetings ,d.thin the past 
two or three years which were held to explain a particular farm program 
or policyo Replies to this question are shown in Table XLIIIo 
TABLE XLI 
RESPONSE TO QUESTION, "DO YOU FEEL THAT YOU USUALLY GET 
ENOUGH INFORMATION SO THAT YOU CAN MAKE THE RIGHT 





Don°t know or no answer 
Total 













FAR...~R ATTENDANCE AT ADULT CLASSES OR EDUCATIONAL MEETINGS 
ON TOPICS OTHER THAN FARM POLICIES AND PROGRAMS 
13.5 




















FARJ1ER ATTENDANCE DURING PAST THREE YEARS AT Ml:l:ETINGS HELD 
TO EXPLAIN A PARTICULAR FARl~ PROGRAM OR POLICY 
Fre~µenc.:y; of Attendance 
Had attended one or more 
















Three-fourths of the farmers had attended a meeting in recent years 
to learn about a farm program or policyo This is evidently a much higher 
percentage than attended educational meetings of other typeso There 
might be several reasons for thiso First, farmers often have to make a 
specific decision whether to vote for or against, or whether to take 
part or stay out of a farm prograrno 1'his need to make a decision on a 
matter which likely involves a considerable number of complex details 
may provide a strong stimulus for farmers to attend a meeting at which 
the program is to be discussed. Second, there may be an element of 
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interest and concern involved~ as farmers appear to like to discuss, or 
hear discussed, the pros and cons of a farm program. Interest ran very 
high at the time of the 1963 wheat referendum. The willingness of far-
mers to fill out the lengthy questionnaire used in this study is evidence 
of the continuing interest in this subject. 
Table XLIV shows that a majority of farmers thought that other far-
mers would take time to attend special half-day or evening meetings in 
their local area to discuss farm policy and programs. Few said they 
thought that farmers would not attend such meetings. 
TABLE XLIV 
F'AruvlER RESPONSE TO QUESTION, "DO YOU THINK FARMERS WOULD 
TAKE TJlllE TO ATTEND SPECIAL HALF-DAY OR EVENING 
MEETINGS IN YOUR LOCAL AREA TO DISCUSS FARM 
POLICY AND PROGRAMS?" 
~.s12onse Number of Farmers Percent of 
Yes 301 60 
No 61 12 
Don;t know 136 27 
No answer --1 -1. 
Total 501 100 
Farmers 
One method of public affairs education which has been used quite 
successfully in recent years is self·-adrninistered discussion groups. 
With this method, the College of Agriculture and Extension Service pro-
vide background material and an organizational plan? but actual dis-
cussion is left to community leaders who hold meetings with small groups 
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of indivicluals from within their communities. 3 This technique might 
be useful for educational efforts on farm programs and policies. 
Results of Extension efforts in education preceding the 196.3 wheat 
referendum point up the importance of a continuing program in public 
affairs. 1~- The depth of educational work (eco11.om.ic analysis of the 
alternatives) at the time of the referendum was affected importantly 
by past experience in public policy education. In areas tha.t had a 
long history of Extension work on public economic issues, people had 
lea.rned to expect a greater educational effort by the E.xtension Service. 
Also~ educational work is most effective before people have ma.de up 
their minds and are conmu tted to positions o 
3To Eo Atkinson, et al., "Reaching the Attenti-..re Publ5.(J with 
Discussion Group Fact Sheets, 11 Increas:Lng T:,Jnderstandi.ng 2£, Public 
Problems fil¥1 Policies (Chicago, 1961), ppo 12=14. 
411oyd H. Davis, "What We Have Learned from the 'wheat Ref'erendu.mt' 
Ir1creasing Understanding .Q1 Public .f.t_q_ble1~ ~ Policies (Chicago~ 
1963), PP• 109-110. 
CHAPTER VII 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
The objective of this study was to detemine the role of farmersw 
attitudes in public policy. More specifically, farmers 1irere asked w.hat 
they considered to be the causes of the farm problem, what a program 
should accomplish, and what a.re the best means of raising farm income 
from wheat. Farn1ers were also asked to respond to a series of state-
ments designed to measure perception and attitudes toward a number of 
factors and concepts relevant to the current agricultural situation. 
These measures ·were then related to program preferences and other socio-
economic variables. Finally, farmers were asked what sources of infor-
mation they used in finding out a.bout farm programs and policies o Inter·~ 
views were ta.ken in fo·tir cou.nties in wh.ich wheat is a major crop: Gra...'l'l.t 
and Texas Counties in Oklahoma~ and Thomas and Washington Counties in 
Kansas. A total of .501 farmers were interviewed in the summ.er of 19640 
Causes of Problem and Goals of Program 
Farmers stated that high wages in industry, high costs of marketil'i.g~ 
and lack of bargaining power were three of the major causes of the farm 
problem~ Farmers indicated that poor n:ianagement or readily available 
credit did not contribute much to the problemo The findings of this 
study on farmersw opinions of causes of the farm problem were consistent 
l'.3,8 
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with findings of earlier studies. In general, farmers tended to blame 
factors outside of agriculture. This may represent a barrier in getting 
farmers to face realistically the alternatives and to accept programs 
which will bring about desirable adjustments" 
Farmers felt that the most important objective of a farm program is 
to keep wheat prices on a par with other prices in the economyo This 
objective ranked higher than that of increasing farmers~ income from "Wheato 
This may indicate that farmers tend to think more in terms of price per 
bushel rather than in total income. It could also mean that farmers are 
pursuing their self-interest, realizing that 100 percent of parity price 
could mean greater total profit than 100 percent parity income because of 
increased volume and efficiency. other program objectives that ranked 
high 1,,rere keeping down government expense and regulationQ 
Finding more uses for farm products and reducing marketing 1na.~gins 
were rated by farmers as the two most desirable ways of raising farm 
income from wheato Again farmers' attitudes contribute to conflict in 
policy formulation, since these alternatives are not considered economi= 
cally feasible in the foreseeable futuree Farmers disapproved of methods 
considered more feasible economically, such as reducing the number of far= 
mers, increasing the price of bread, or using government control of farm 
product suppliesQ This last response was in conflict with another part 
of the study in which three out of four farmers chose some type of govern-
ment program in preference to a free marketo Perhaps the latter choice 
was really a reflection of conflicts resolved =-· the compromise farmers 
had made between desire for income and desire for freedom from controlsG 
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The results of the preceding analysis indicate the difficulty of 
developing farm policies and programs which will bring about desired 
resource adjustments and yet be widely acceptable to farmers. In gen-
eral, farmers blamed the farm problem on causes outside of agriculture, 
such as high wages in industry and high marketing marginso They had 
conflicting objectives for farm programs -- higher prices and incomes 
vso more freedom to produce and marketo Finally, they favored unrealis-
tic means for raising farm income, such as finding new uses for fa.rm pro-
ducts and decreasing marketing marginso Personal goals of price, income, 
and freedom ranked much higher than society's goals of efficiency, low 
food costs, and low government costs. 
Perception and Attitudes 
Among the factors that affect a farmer's preferences for farm pro-
grams are his perception of the current agricultural si t·u.ation and his 
attitudes toward program costs and administrationo The concept of per-
ception or understanding of the agricultural situation seems to be 
especially important at this time. Only if farmers have a fairly rea-
listic idea of what would happen under different types of programs and 
situations can they make intelligent decisions on programs. 
A set of eleven i tams was u.sed to measure farmers' perception of 
the current agricultural situation. This perception level was then 
evaluated in terms of how well it matched what economists would call an 
informed or keen perceptione In a disturbingly large rr~111ber of cases, 
many farmers appeared to lack a good understanding of basic economic 
relationships in agriculture o These relationships dealt iii.Ti:th the 
possibility of eating our way out of farm surpluses, level of prices 
under a free market, the effect of the farm economy on the national 
economy, the possibilities of finding new uses for farm products, the 
need for production controls to accompany price supports~ possibilities 
for using surpluses to feed the world•s hungry people, and the effects 
of technology on farm prices. 
There appeared to be an association between perception score and 
most preferred program and referendum vote. Those who preferred some 
type of goverru11ent program to a free market and those who voted "yes" 
in the 1963 referendum had a slightly keener perceptiono Other farmers 
who appeared to have a somevrhat keener perception were farmers with more 
education, were active in community organizations, had large farms, and 
attended policy meetings. Perception was not improved by attendance at 
production-type meetings. These results need to be interpreted with 
caution because of the small number of items used for the measure and 
the scoring system used. 
Farmers as a whole tended to be conservative in their response to 
a series of itenlS related to governmental participation in various economic 
activities. They were especially conservative in their response to the 
ideas that the national debt should be reduced, government relief programs 
have become too large, people should be free to run their businesses as 
they please, and government farm programs are contrary to the free enter= 
prise system. 
They were somewhat liberal in their :response to the ideas that big 
businesses :make too much money, federal government should help with 
electric power and housing projects, and government should provide jobs 
for all people who want to work. 
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Far:mers who voted "no II in the 1963 referendum, those ·who preferred 
a free market to a government :prog:ram, and Republicans were mo1'."e conserva-
tive than those i:,·:rho voted ''yes'\ preferred a govermnent program, or were 
Damocratso Younger farmers and those with more education tended to 
be more conservative. :I'exas County, Oklahoma, was slightly more con=· 
servative than Washington County, Kansas i• but other county comparisons 
sho·wed no significant differences. 
In general, a majority of the farmers interviewed appeared to be 
concerned about efficiency in the farming sectoro 'The one exception was 
that most farmers thought it was important to give every boy who wanted 
to farm the opportunity to do soo 
Groups that sho·wed more concern a.bout efficiency in the farming 
sectox• were those with more education, those who Yoted 11no 11 i:n the 
referendum., and those vdth higher total incomeso Tending to sho1;,r some=· 
what greater concern ,'l!'ere younger farmers, those who were active in 
corrll'.nuni ty organizations~ tl:.wse who least prefer:i:•ed a 111andatox·y program, 
those ,;,,ii th a high debt to ratio 9 large farmers, and Republicar1s o 
However, the regression analysis :l.nd.i..cated that attitude toward farm 
efficiency was not strongly related to program preferenceso 
Farmers in general appeared to be concerned about government costs 
of farm programso A majority indicated that such costs should be kept 
low and disagreed 1:rdth the statement that farm programs really· don't 
cost the government much. 
Groups shovdng greater concern about government costs were those 
who preferred a free market to a government progr11m~ those who voted "no II 
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in the referendurn, and Republicans. Appearing to be somewhat more con-
cerned about government costs were farmers with less education and 
small farmers. 
Farmers also appeared to be concerned about consUJ.ner costs for food, 
although it was shown previously that low consumer prices are not one of 
the primary goals of farmers. About three out of four ·were against 
increasing the price of bread as the principal means of boosting farm 
income from wheat. There was no strong association between this atti= 
tude and any of the variables consideredo There were indications that 
the follovtlng groups were somewhat more concerned with consumer costs 
as compared to the other group 1rl.thin their variables: older farmers, 
those with less education, those with a low debt/asset ratio, those "t'ilho 
received little of their income from off-farm sources, and non··Fam 
Bureau members. 
Forty-six percent of the farmers said it was not government's respon-
sibility to support farm prices and incomes while 31 percent said it waso 
One out of four farmers ·was undecided on this questiono Washington and 
Grant County farmers believed the government had greater responsibility 
to support prices than did Texas and Thomas County farmers. 
A strong association was :found between this attitude toward goirern= 
ment's responsibility and the most preferred program and referenrrllm vote 
variables. Those who preferred a free market and voted "no" thought the 
government had less responsibility to support farm prices and incomeso 
The same was true for farmers who gave a fair price of wheat of less than 
$2. There was some indication that Republicans felt the govermuent had 
less responsibility to support farm prices than did the Democrats. 
A majority of farmers felt that allotment syt,tems are unfair and 
that wheat programs have been poo1--ly adm:L:ni.stered in the past, Thomas 
County farmers felt the program had been handl£1d more poorly than did 
either the Texas or Washington County farmers, A strong association was 
found between this attitude and thei variables of the mor:::t preferred pro= 
gra.'11 and referendum voteo As ·would be expected, those who preferred a 
free market and those Nho voted "110 11 felt that programs had been handled 
poorl3r in the pasto Other groups who tended to show this feeling, though 
less strongly, were farmers with less education, those 1rr.l.th a low organiz,a= 
tional index, and Republicans. 
Farmers indicated that keeping up on farm programs is as important 
as knowing about the newest production practices. A majority also said 
the job of determining what programs would be best should not be left 
up to policy e:xperts. Hov,rever, three-fourths of the far-mers said that 
j_t 0 s too hard to keep up on progra.ri1s and one-third agreed that the indi,~ 
vidual farmer can ~t do much about the farm problem anyway,. 
Kansas farmers appeared to be somewhat less conc,srned tr.tan Oklahoma 
farmers about progr.9111 information., There was a strong association between 
this attitude and the variables of education and attenda.nce at policy 
meetings. Farmers with more r:3ducat::1.on and those who attended policy meet,., 
ings ,mre more concerned i;-Jith program info:rmationo 
The attitudes of farmers 1,1ho preferred a free market and voted ''1no 11 
in the referendum can be compared to other farmers as follows; mo:re con,,, 
serva.ti ve, more concerned about govermnent costs, sa:id that goverm11ent 
has less responsj_bility to support farm and incomes~ had a less 
favorable attitude toward program aclrninist:ration, and vmr<:3 concerned 
with program information. Also, thes,3 farmers appeared to deviate mor2 
from economists' perception of the agricultural situaticn10 
Regression analysis showed that the predictabilJ.ty of farmerse 
preferences could be increased by using 8, combination of attitudinal 
and socioeconomic variables, rather than eith,c,r type alone" While the 
predictive power of the regression equations was not, high, results com~, 
pared favorably vdth similar studies in other subject areas. The fact 
that the predictive power was not high indicates the complicated nature 
of farmers' preferences, and the possibility of' a. large 11capricious II or 
random element for individual farmers that cannot be predicted accurately. 
Variables v,1hich consistently showed a substantial amount of associa·· 
tion with program preferences were attitude toward government respon-
sibility to support farm prices, liberal-conservative orientation, con~· 
cern about goverru11ent costs, perception of agricultural situation, size 
of wheat allotment, size of total farm, five-year free market price of 
wheat~ and political pa:rty, 
Variables which show,':ld 1i ttle association with preferences were con"~ 
cern about consumer cost and efficiency in farming, a vera.ge incom(:i 1 age j 
education, and Farm Bureau membership0 
Information Sources 
Farmers said that letters from and visits to their county ASCS 
office were by far tb.eir most useful sources of information for details 
of farm programs. This indicates that ASCS offices should carefully 
review their letters and office visit pro s so that farmers can 
make the most effi.cient use of these two methods of obta::Lning inform.atio:n0 
Farmers said they also made substantial use of ASCS special n1eetings, 
farm magazines, and newspapers. 
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A similar response was obtained when farmers ·w·ere asked what sources 
of information they used when trying to decide how to :vote in :referendums. 
The 'county. ASCS off;l_,ce .·.was ra.ted. a? the most useful source, followed by 
farm magazines, newspapers, and neighbors. There appeared to be con-
siderable interaction among neighbors on the subject of farm programs. 
Only about one-third of the farmers said they made much use of farm 
organizations or the College of Agrj.culture and county agentg 
These relatively l.ow rankings for farm organizations and the College 
of Agriculture may be a reflection of two factorso First, this study's 
findings indicate that many farmers may discount information put out by 
farm organizations because they feel it is too biasedo Second, the low 
ranking of the College of Agriculture may be due to the relatively small 
amount of resources devoted to educational efforts with farmers on pro-
grams and policieso 
An overwhelming majority of the farmers said the role of the College 
of Agriculture and Extension Service shouli:i be to disseminate factual 
info±~tion about .farm programs.1irl.thout expressing opin.i.ons. About 15 
percent said the College and Extension Service should take a definite 
stand as to which type of programs would be best. Less than five per= 
cent said these educational agencies should not put out information on 
farm programs. 
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Implications of Findings 
A number of implications can be drawn from the results of this 
study: 
l,, Tb.ere is a :pre.ssi11g 1:1eed to l1elJ? farxners i111pr<Yve t11eir llr1Cler.,,., 
standing of the econmnic relationships underlying the current 
agricultural situation,, 
2o Farmers w preferm1.ces for f'arn1 programs arc) related to attitudes 
toward govermnent 's role in economic affairs, goverrunent costs,. 
and past program achuinistrationo 
Jo Farmers believe the role of the College of Agr:'i.culture and 
E.-'l:tension Service is to provide unbiased information on farm 
programs and policieso rrhe results of tho perception analysis 
and the infonnal. survey of uniYersJ.ty stuckmts and staff 
indicate that education can improve an individualijs under-
standing of certain basic economic relationshipso 
4o Farmers have a considerable amount of interest in farm program 
topicso Evidence of 1,,ra.s the cooperation the3r gave in 
filling out questionnaireso 
The challenge for the College of Agriculture and Ext,ension Service 
is to capitalize on this interest with :Ln.formational programs and methods 
that vdll help farmers to increase their understanding economic rela= 
tionships and alternatives. This could farmers a better basis for· 
making decisions on farm policies and program.so 
Other research has sho"m that to be inost effectives suc:h an educa= 
tional program should be a continu:tng one rather tha:n_ a short·-time effort 
developed aft.er a specific issue has ari:381'!." Results of this study 
indicate that the educational program should include a discussion of 
goals and values as well as dollar and cent relationships. 
Suggestions for Further Research 
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It would appear that one of the most useful concepts developed in 
this study was that of farmers' perception of the current agricultural 
situation. It has been stated several times that farmers need a good 
understanding of the farm situation if there is to be acceptance of farm 
programs that .. will bring about desirable adjustments. The scale used in 
this study to measure perception could be expar.ded and refined considerably 
to give a better indication of farmers' total perception of the agricultraJ. 
situation. Such a measure would be useful to farm leaders for outlining 
an educational program. Alsoj such a. measure would be useful for deter-
mining changes in the level of understanding after farmers have been 
through an educational program. This would provide a measure of the 
effectiveness of the program. Plans for new educational programs should 
include procedures for rigorous evaluation of teaching methods used. 
A similar approach that might be fruitful would be to select a few 
items from the perception and attitudinal scales used in this study, and 
administer them to the participants at the beginning of an educational 
program. This would get each individual involved innnediately in making 
decisions and should stimulate greater participation~ at least mentally, 
in later discussions. 
It might be useful for educational leaders to know how various other 
groups and individuals who work ,tlth farmers and farm programs perceive 
the current agricultural situation. Among these would be ASCS officials, 
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farm organization leaders, newspaper and magazine editors, and local farm-
related businessmen" Educational leaders might ,;rant to plan special types 
of programs for certain of these groups and· in.di i.riduals • 
.Another possibility which c01.1old be investigated is the development 
of special educational materials for 4-,H and high school vocational agri:"' 
cultural groups. Participation in these activities will be the last 
organized educational experience of many young men who ·w-J.11 be operating 
farms of the future o If these young men can be stimulated by an :i..rrb·o~· 
duction to some basic concepts of the economics of fa.rm programs~ they 
i;dll be more likely to develop a better understanding of economic pro-
blems during their adult lifeo 
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APPENDIX A f TABLE I 
FREQUENCIES OF AGREEMENT-DISAGREEMENT ON CAUSES OF FARM PROBLEM 
AND TIMES RATED AS MOST IMPORTANT CAUSE, BY AREAS 
A. Increased use of fertilizer, irrigation, hybrid seed, and big 
machinery. 
.§!* A ;U .. Q ~ Most Important 
Texas 9 34 11 34 13 10 
Grant 17 58 21 41 13 13 
Thomas 7 35 14 23 11 3 
Washington 24 52 19 45 19 10 
Oklahoma 26 92 32 75 26 23 
Kansas 31 87 33 68 30 13 
Total 57 179 65 143 56 36 
B. High a:osts of processing and marketing after products leave the farm. 
.§! A .Y: Q .§12 :Most Important 
Texas 29 4li- 7 19 2 11 
Grant 39 74 13 20 4 17 
Thomas 2.5 36 11 14 4 13 
Washington 52 6.5 1.5 19 8 22 
Oklahoma 68 118 20 39 6 28 
Kansas 77 101 26 33 12 3.5 
Total 14.5 · 219 46 72 18 63 
c. Past government farm.programs. 
.§! A .Y: Q .§12 Most Inmortant 
Texas 19 2.5 20 31 6 17 
Grant 36 4.5 22 35 12 26 
Thomas 23 27 22 1.5 3 12 
Washington 26 4.5 44 32 12 9 
Oklahoma 5.5 70 42 66 18 43 
Kansas 49 72 66 47 15 21 
Total 104 142 108. 113 33 64 
*SA= Strongly Agree, A= Agree, U = Undecided, D = Disagree, 
SD= Strongly Disagree. 
APPENDIX A, TABLE I (Continued) 
D. Farmers can get credit too easily. 
&. A Jl. 12. SD Most Import.ant -
Texas 4 11 19 49 18 0 
Grant 8 2'.3 19 70 JO '.3 
Thomas 6 11 18 42 l'.3 1 
Washington 5 '.32 '.32 62 28 0 
Oklahoma 12 '.34 '.38 119 48 '.3 
Kansas 11 4'.3 50 104 41 1 
Total 23 77 88 223 89 4 
E. Farmers try to increase their income by increasing production.· 
§! A !! .l2 fil2 ~ Important 
Texas 17 50 5 22 7 4 
Grant 29 7'.3 10 28 10 13 
Thomas 10 38 12 22 8 2 
Washington .31 7.5 10 31 12 3 
Oklahoma 46 123 1.5 50 17 17 
Kansas 41 113 22 53 20 5 
Total 87 2'.36 '.37 10'.3 37 22 
F, High wages in industry cause high prices for what the farmer bu;rs, 
.§! A !l .l2 fil2 ~ Important 
Texas 43 49 1 7 1 25 
Grant 73 57 5 11 4 3.5 
Thomas 38 34 6 8 4 9 
Washington 74 60 8 14 3 28 
Oklahoma 116 106 6 18 5 60 
Kansas 112 94·, 14 22 7 37 
Total 228 200 20 40 12 97 
Go Farmers lack bargaining power, 
.§! A !! .l2 fil2 ~ Important 
Texas 39 39 14 7 2 1.5 
Grant 55 68 12 12 3 1.5 
Thomas 36 33 12 ,6 3 8 
Washington ·. 63 62 2.5 8 l 25 
Oklahoma 94 107 26 19 5 30 
Kansas 99 95 37 14 4 33 
Total 193 202 63 33 9 63 
1.57 
APPENDIX A, TABLE I (Continued) 
H, Poo:r...,management is the main reason why farmers have income problems. 
§A A .Y. Q. fil2 H2il · Important 
Texas 3 16 14 44 24 1 
Grant 6 19 20 65 40 1 
Thom.as 6 12 11 35 26 1 
Washington 15 20 17 73 34 3 
Oklahoma 9 3.5 34 109 64 2 
Kansas 21 32 28 108 60 4 
Total 30 67 62 217 124 6 
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APPENDIX A, '!'ABLE II 
FREQUENCIES OF AGREEMENT-DISAGREEMENT ON WHAT A WHEAT :PROGR,AM 
SHOULD ACCOMPLISH AND TIMES RATED MOST IMPORTANT, BY AB.EA.S 
·, 
A, Keep do"m r armers• cost to grow wl:);eat. 
SA- -
~·· A .IL l2 -. fill ~ Iprportant 
Texas 15 59 12 15 0 0 
Grant 35 63 21 25 6. .5 
Thomas 18 37 17 1.5 3 4 
Washington 21 58 42 ;4 3 J 
Oklahoma 50 122 33 40 6- .5 
Kansas 39 95 59 49 6 7 
Total 89 217 92 89 12·- 12 
B .. Keep wheat prices on a par with gther prices in the econgm;y;, -_-
§A A JI Q m2 -~ :fmpgrtant 
Texas .56 39 6 0 0 . 44 
Grant 92 48 5 l 4 75 
Thomas 48 Jl 4 6 1 28 
Washington 74 66 13 2 3 63 
Oklahoma 148 87 11 l 4 117 
Kansas 122 97 17 8 4- 91 
Total 270 184 28 9 8 208 
c. Keep bread prices low. 
§A A Q. Q §.12 ~ :fmportant_ .• 
Texas l 26 27 39 8 3 
Grant 9 29 40 62 10 0 
Thomas 5 22 26 .31 6 0 
Washington 13 39 49 .50 7 0 
Oklahoma 10 55 67 101 18 3 
Kansas 18 61 75 81 13 0 
Total 28 116 142 182 Jl 3-
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APP.~NDIX A, TABLE II (Continued) 
ldi I~ease farmers' income from wheJlj;: 2 
.§A A Q Q fill Most Important 
11e2tas 25 60 12 4 0 9 
Grant 44 78 16 7 5 11 
Thomas 29 45 6 9 1 4 
Washington 38 88 21 9 2 11 
Oklaho:m.a 69 138 28 11 5 20 
Kansas 67 133 27 18 3 15 
'I'otal 136 271 55 29 8 35 
E • Give farmers freedom to produce and market as they wish. 
§A ! Q 12 lill Most Important 
Texas 30 25 16 21 9 8 
Grant 38 l.}O 17 4l} 11 16 
'fhomas 33 29 15 11 2 10 
Washington 36 41 20 46 15 10 
Oklahoma 68 65 33 65 20 24 
Kansas 69 70 35 57 17 20 
Total 137 135 68 122 37 44 
F. Keep dovm government ex12ense. 
§! A Q Q .§12 Most Important 
Texas 38 l}J 15 4 1 2 
Grant .50 70 14 14 2 6 
Thomas 37 lJ,J 4 5 1 3 
Washington 4.5 7.5 24 10 4 6 
Oklahoma 88 113 29 18 3 8 
Kansas 82 118 28 15 .5 9 
Total 170 231 57 33 8 17 
Q. Kee:Q goveri1ll'lent regulation to a minimum. 
.§! ! Q Q SD Most Im;eortant 
Texas 4.5 1+5 6 4 1 16 
Grant 68 70 2 9 1 20 
Thomas 46 39 2 2 0 10 
Washington .56 74 21 4, 3 8 
Oklahoma 113 115 8 13 2 36 
Kansas 102 113 23 6 3 18 
Total 21.5 22s· 31 19 .5 .54 
APPENDIX A, TABLE Ill 
FREQUENCIES OF APPROVAL-DISAPPROVAL ON PRINCIPAL MEANS OF 
RAISING FARM INCOME AND TIMES RATED BEST, BY AREAS 
A. Reduce farmers 9 cost to grow wheat. 
§A ! Q J2 fil2 
Texas 25 56 8 10 2 
Grant 34 75 15 14 2 
Thomas 14 49 17 9 1 
Washington 23 69 36 25 4 
Oklahoma 59 141 23 24 4 
Kansas 37 118 53 34 5 
Total 96 259 76 58 9 
Bo Reduce the marketing and procemsing margins of middlemen. 
SA ! Q J2 ~ -
Texas 21 42 27 10 1 
Grant 38 81 14 14 3 
Thomas 23 42 12 11 2 
Washington 46 79 21 8 3 
Oklahoma 59 123 41 24 4 
Kansas 69 121 33 19 5 
Total 128 244 74 43 9 
,Qg Increame the price of bread. 
§A ! Q 12 .§J2. 
Texas 1 6 21 62 11 
Grant 2 7 25 81 35 
Thomas 1 7 18 48 16 
Washington 1 15 29 76 36 
Oklahoma 3 13 46 143 46 
Kansas 2 22 47 124 52 



























APPENDIX A, TABLE III (Continued) 
D. Continue present government programs but raise the level of 
suEnort prices and goyernm.ent payments. 
§A ! Q Q ~ Best 
Texas 12 33 17 26 13 19 
Grant 22 41 32 34 21 26 
Thomas 8 18 23 30 11 6 
Washington 19 44 41 .34 19 20 
Oklahoma 34 74 49 60 34 45 
Kansas 27 62 64 64 30 26 
·rotal 61 136 113 124 64 71 
Ee Use ~overnm.ent control of supply of farm products going to :market. 
§A A Q Q §]. Best 
Texas 4 1.3 23 314 27 2 
Grant 3 16 24 61 46 ·2 
Thomas 3 15 17 33 22 1 
Wa.shington 3 15 35 61 43 2 
Oklahoma 7 29 47 95 73 4 
Kansas 6 30 52 94 65 3 
Total 13 59 99 189 138 7 
F. Make it easier for farmers to move off the farm so that there is 
more "income" for those rsimaining. 
§A A JI Q ~ Best 
Texas 2 .5 11 45 38 0 
Grant 2 6 8 59 75 0 
Thomas 2 3 10 33 42 0 
Washington 3 7 24 59 64 0 
Oklahoma 4 11 19 104 113 0 
Kansas 5 10 34 92 106 0 
Total 9 21 53 196 219 0 
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APPENDIX A, TABLE III (Continued) 
G. In,_crease ex29.:i;:t0s .]L~th government suqsidies or donations i.f' necessar:z:,. 
SA ! Q II. fill Best, 
Texas 7 29 25 25 15 6 
Grant 12 .50 3.5 30 23 7 
Thomas 9 21+ 27 20 10 6 
Washington 13 45 44 38 17 6 
Oklahoma 19 79 60 5.5 38 13 
Kansas 22 69 71 58 27 12 
'I'otal 41 148 131 113 65 2.5 
H. Find more uses for farm products. 
SA A Q Q SD Best 
·rexas 41+ 54 2 0 1 44 
Grant ?O 72 4 Q 4 61 
Thomas 39 49 1 1 0 29 
Washington 78 67 10 1 1 54 
Oklahoma 114: 126. 6 0 5 l<D.5 
Kansas 117 116 11 2 1 83 
Total 231 2L~2 17 2 6 188 
APPENDIX B 
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APPENDIX B, TABLE I 
FREQUENCIES OF APPROVAL-DISAPPROVAL ON ITEMS 
USED IN PERCEPTION SCALE, BY AREAS 
A. There is apt to be a shortage of food because so many people 
moving off the fa:rmo 
fil:. A It Q ~ 
Texas 4 14 8 62 13 
Grant 1 18 8 92 31 
1rhomas 5 11. 10 46 18 
Washington 10 30 14 88 16 
Oklahoma 5 32 16 154 44 
Kansas 1.5 41 24 134 34 
·rotal 20 73 40 288 78 
are 
Bo A depression in agriculture will usually lead the whole country 
into a depression. 
§A ! Q Q m2. 
Texas 38 52 '7 3 1 I 
Grant 66 69 3 11 1 
Thomas 31 41 7 7 4 
Washington 57 87 9 2 3 
Oklahoma 104 121 10 14 ··2 
Kansas 88 lW 16 9 7 
Total 192 21+9 26 23 9 
Co A growing population will eliminate the farm surplus problem 
within about five years. 
.§! ! 1[ 12 ~ 
Texas 3 13 32 48 5 
Grant .3 21 .38 80 8 
Thomas 10 22 24 JO 4 
Washington 6 31 53 61 7 
Oklahoma 6 34 70 128 1.3 
Kansas .16 53 '77 91 11 
Total 22 87 147 219 24 
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APPENDIX B, TABLE I (Continued) 
D. If we went to a free :market for fa.rm products, farm income would 
return to recent levels after a short period of adjustment. 
§.! A JI Q SD 
Texas 5 36 26 29 .5 
Grant 8 47 3.3 Li,J 19 
Thomas 12 26 2.3 24 .5 
Washington 9 39 5.5 44 11 
Oklahoma. 13 83 .59 72 2L1-
Kansas 21 6.5 78 68 16 
Total 34 148 137 140 40 
E. Finding new uses for farm products doesn't offer much hope for 
solving the farm problem9,, 
.§! A 1! Q. ~ 
Texas 0 19 6 63 13 
Grant 3 40 16 7.5 16 
Thomas 9 20 9 36 16 
Washington 6 37 17 84 14 
Oklahoma 3 .59 22 138 29 
Ka.msas·:_ 15 • 57 26 120 30 
Total 18 116 48 2.58 .59 
Fo The government should support farm prices but it shouldn't try 
to tell a. far;mer what and how much to produce. 
.§! A JI Q ~ 
Texas 5 23 18 48 7 
Grant 6 32 18 7.5 19 
Thomas 8 22 14 35 11 
Washington 1.5 36 30 68 9 
Oklahoma. 11 .55 36 123 26 
Kansas 2.3 58 44 10.3 20 
Total 34 113 80 226 46 
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APPENDIX B, TABLE I (Continued) 
Gs 11'he f a.rp.ily farm is rapidly going out o:t: existence 8 
§A A Q Q fill 
Texas 20 .5.5 6 18 2 
Grant 38 88 .5 13 6 
Thomas 21 46 7 14 2 
Washington 41 68 13 29 7 
Oklahoma. 58 143 11 31 8 
Kansas 62 114 20 43 9 
Total 120 257 31 74 17 
H. There's no reason for the United States to have so much 
surplus food while there are hungry people in the world • 
.§! A .Y. Q ~ 
Texas 22 .50 13 16 0 
Grant 30 76 19 23 2 
Thomas 18 52 10 9 1 
Washington 3.5 64 3.5 22 2 
Oklahoma .52 126 32 39 2 
Kansas .53 116 4.5 .31 3 
Total 105 242 77 70 .5 
I. The wheat price would be higher than it is now if farmers 
didn't use new va:rietie~ and fertilizerso 
i.'': .§A A y Q SD 
Texas 4 24 11 .50 12 
Grant ,9 46 20 51 24 
Thomas 2 17 16 43 12 
Washington 7 62 JO 49 10 
Oklahoma 13 70 31 101 36 
Kansas 9 79 46 92 22 
Total 22 149 77 193 58 
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APPENDIX B, TABLE I (Continued) 
SA A Q b], fil2, 
Texas 3 15 20 Li,8 15 
Grant 9 23 16 71 31 
'l'homas 4 9 11' :J l..1-8 14 
Washington 6 21 24 80 27 
Oklahoma 12 38 36 119 46 
Kansas 10 30 39 128 1.n 
'rotal 22 68 '75 21+7 87 
Ko When developing a wheat export policyj the United States must consider 
its ef~_g_ts op .9ther wl},\;:.at exporting _gount:riei1• 
SA A 1L Q .fill 
Texas 3 61 13 17 7 
Grant 9 77 JO 25 9 
'l'homas 6 1.~9 10 21 ~-
lffashington 7 80 40 25 6 
Oklahoma 12 138 43 L~2 16 
Kansas 13 129 50 !+6 10 
Total 25 267 93 88 26 
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APPENDIX B, TABLE II 
FREQUENCIES OF APPROVAL-DISAPPROVAL ON ITEMS USED IN 
LIBERAL-CONSERVATIVE SCALE, BY AREAS 
A. The Federal government should not get involved in such projects as 
electric power and housings 
§A ! !L 12 .§Q 
Texas 10 27 19 38 7 
Grant 1.5 JO 2.3 66 16 
Thomas 10 24 19 30 7 
Washington 15 32 40 56 14 
Oklahoma 25 57 42 104 23 
Kansas 2.5 56 .59 86 21 
Total .50 113 101 190 44 
Bo Instead of reducing taxes recently, Congress should have tried to 
reduce the national debt 2 
SA A !L Q fill 
Texas 26 37 16 19 3 
Grant 31 50 32 33 4 
Thomas 20 30 22 17 l 
Washington 28 61 39 26 3 
Oklahoma 57 87 48 .52 7 
Kansas 48 91 61 43 4 
Total 105 178 109 95 11 
c. The Federal government ought to see to it that anyone who want.s,tto 
work can find a jobo 
.§A. A .[ Q fill 
Texas 4 37 16 35 9 
Grant 12 54 25 49 10 
Thomas 4 36 17 26 7 
Washington 17 52 32 51 5 
Oklahoma 16 91 41 84 19 
Kansas 21 88 49 77 12 
Total 37 179 90 161 31 
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APPENDIX B, TABLE II (Continued) 
D. Most big businesses make enti:rely too much profit. 
.§A A lL Q SD 
Texas 20 34 23 21 3 
Grant 32 .53 38 24 3 
Thomas 13 50 14 10 .3 
Washington 41 60 36 19 1 
Oklahoma 52 87 61 45 6 
Kansas .54 110 .50 29 4 
Total 106 197 111 74 10 
E. Govermnent relief programs have gotten to be too large. 
EaA. A Y. Q .§12 
Texas 26 39 24 11 1 
Grant 38 57 34 20 1 
Thomas 24 38 21 7 0 
Washington JO 71 37 17 2 
Oklahoma 64 96 58 31 2 
Kansas 54 109 .58 24 2 
Total 118 20.5 116 55 4 
Fo Itijs time for Congress to pass a bill that will provide medical 
care for the aged0 
.§A A !1. Q SD 
Texas 4 29 23 29 16 
Grant .,5 37 38 41 29 
Thomas 5 27 16 27 15 
Washington 11 37 45 44 20 
Oklahoma 9 66 61 70 45 
Kansas 16 64 61 71 35 
Total 25 1.30 122 141 80 
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APPENDIX B, TABLE II (Continued) 
G. The Federal government should be doing more to help small towns and 
ci~s build the schools they needo 
SA A Q Q §]. 
Texas .3 .34 14 36 14 
Grant 14 57 21 43 15 
Thomas 7 .33 18 21 11 
Washington 19 .51 38 .36 13 
Oklahoma 17 91 .35 79 29 
Kansas 26 84 .56 57 24 
'!'ota.l 4.3 175 91 136 .5.3 
Ho One job of government is to see that people are free to run their 
businesses as they please. 
.§A A !I Q .fil2 
Texas 34 46 10 9 2 
Grant 36 76 14 19 5 
Thomas 2.5 42 15 8 0 
Washington 43 58 .33 22 1 
Oklahoma 70 122 24 28 7 
Kansas 68 100 48 30 1 
Total 138 222 72 .58 8 
I. Present government farm programs are contrary to the free enterprise 
system. 
. .. §A A y Q fil2 
Texas 26 41 1.3 19 2 
Grant 30 73 21 19 7 
Thomas 20 40 17 12 1 
Wasb.:hngton 28 59 .38 27 5 
Oklahoma 56 ll4 .34 .38 9 
Kansas 48 99 55 .39 6 
Total 104 213 89 77 15 
APPENDIX B~ TABLE III 
·FREQUENCIES OF AGREEMENT-DISAGREEMENT ON ITEMS RELATED TO 
CONCERN ABOUT EFFICIENCY IN FARMING 11 BY AREA 
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A. What a farmer has g:rown in the past is a good way to figure allotments 
for the futureo $ 
§! A JI Q fil2 
Texas 2 40 15 27 17 
Grant 4 49 12 60 25 
Thomas 6 26 10 .32 16 
Washington 5 .56 18 50 29 
Oklahoma 6 89 27 87 42 
Kansas 11 82 28 82 45 
Total 17 171 55 169 87 
Bo One goal of farm programs should be to keep increasing efficiency--
that is, produce more food with less land and laboro 
§A A Y. Q fill 
Tex.as 11 46 18 21 .5 
Grant 13 79 24 27 7 
Thomas 12 3.5 19 20 4 
Washington .. 15 65 37 31 10 
Oklahoma 24 125 42 48 12 
Kansas 27 100 .56 51 14 
· Total 51 225 98 99 26 
.', • .J\) 
c. Farmers that a:re :ma.king a good living shouldnvt be allowed to buy 
or rent any more lando 
§A A Q Q ~ 
Tex.as 6 8 7 4.3 37 
Grant 8 17 13 78 .34 
Thomas 7 14 6 .39 24 
Washington 10 19 22 70 37 
Oklahoma 14 2.5 20 121 71 
Kansas 17 33 28 109 61 
Total 31 .58 48 230 132 
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APPENDIX B, TABLE III (Continued) 
Do One sensible way to cut farm production would be to put a limit on 
the amount of fertilizer that can be used. 
(,. 
§A ! Qli'. Q t·) i) fill ,~?..:.;:. _,' .\:, 
Texas 3 7 13 54 24 
Grant 6 17 11 74 42 
Thomas, 1 13 10 38 28 
Washington 8 25 18 68 39 
Oklahoma 9 24 24 128 66 
Kansas 9 38 28 106 67 
Total 18 62 52 234 133 
E. The government should see that every farmer makes a decent living, 
§A A y Q fil2 
Texas 6 12 13 48 22 
Grant 12 22 14 77 2.5 
Thomas 11 15 13 31 20 
· Washington 17 27 28 65 21 
Oklahoma 18 34 27 125 47 
Kansas 28 42 41 96 41 
Total 46 76 68 221 88 
Fe It's important to provide an opportunity to farm for all boys who 
want to farm. 
SA ! Q Q .fil1 
Texas 18 43 16 20 4 
Grant 36 69 16 21 8 
Thomas 18 44 14 10 4 
Washington 39 77 17 20 5 
Oklahoma 54 112 32 41 12 
Kansas 57 121 31 30 9 
Total 111 233 63 71 21 
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APPENDIX B, TABLE III (Continued) 
G. Farmers should vote down any wheat program that would raise the cost 
of Produging a bushel of wheato 
§A A Q n ~ 
Texas 24 45 15 14 3 
Grant 32 65 26 21 6 
Thomas 22 37 16 12 .3 
Washington 24 60 40 29 5 
Oklahoma 56 110 41 .35 9 
Kansas 46 97 56 41 8 
Total 102 207 97 76 17 
APPENDIX B9 TABLE IV 
FREQUENCIES OF AGREEMENT=DISAGREElVLENT ON IT.Elif1S RELATED TO 
CONCERN ABOUT GOVERNMEN'r COST OF FARM PROGRAMS, BY AREASa 
174 
A. Farm pri,ce support grograms reilly don &t cost tl1e government much. 
§! A l! 12 .§Q 
Texas l+ 17 ll.J, .50 16 
Grant 4 38 25 60 23 
Thomas 5 17 17 31,1, 17 
Washington 6 33 20 71 28 
Oklahoma 8 55 39 110 39 
Kansas 11 50 37 10.5 ?~5 
Total 19 10.5 76 215 81.J, 
a.Area frequencies on the other item used in this scale can be found 
in Appendix A, Table II. 
APPENDIX B, TABLE V 
FREQUENCIES OF AGH.EEMH:Nrf~·DISAGREE:Ms;NT ON ITEMS RELATED TO 
GOVERNMENT r, S RESPONSIBILITY TO SUPPORT FARM PRICES 
AND INCOMES, BY AREAS 
:Et:t .,... f;@ #'im T e 44 - ~@ 
A. It is the government~s responsibility to support farm prices 
income so 
.§Ji ! 11 12 
Texas 2 21 27 35 
Grant 7 48 28 48 
Thomas l+ 13 20 37 
Washington 11 46 39 47 
Oklahoma 9 69 55 83 
Kansas 15 59 59 84 












APPENDIX B, TABLE VI 
FREQUENCIES OF AGREEMENT~DISAGREE.MENT ON ITElVJS RELATED TO 
ADMINISTRATION OF PAST GOVERNMENT PROGRAMS, BY AREAS 
176 
Ao It's not possible to set up an allotment system that is fair to all 
farmerso 
§A A y 11 .§12 
Texas 12 .39 11 27 12 
Grant 20 60 12 40 18 
Thom.as 19 .39 8 17 7 
Washington 17 51 21 52 17 
Oklahoma 32 99 23 67 30 
Kansas 36 90 29 69 24 
Total 68 189 52 136 .54 
B. 'Wheat programs haye been poorly run (adn1inistered) in the past • 
.§A A lI 12 ~ 
Texas 17 37 18 24 .5 
Grant 32 56 24 33 5 
Thomas 26 29 15 18 2 
Washington 24 .58 36 33 7 
Oklahoma l/,9 93 42 57 10 
Kansas 50 87 .51 51 9 
Total 99 180 93 108 19 
APPENDIX B!l TABLE VII 
FREQUENCIES OF AGRE:EMENT·~DISAGRE}i:MENT ON ITEMS RELA'l'ED TO 
D11PORTANCE OF PROGRAI~ INFORlvJATION, BY AREAS 
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A, Farmers find it too hard to keep up o:n a.11 the gover:nme:nt programs 
that come oy to, 
SA A u D SD 
Texas 27 55 0 17 2 
Grant 47 '77 3 19 4 
Thomas 35 42 4 8 l 
Washington 30 77 lJ 33 5 
Oklahoma 74 132 3 36 6 
Kansas 65 119 17 41 6 
Total 139 2.51 20 70 12 
Bo An indiYidual farmer canijt do much about the fa.rm problem so why 
























JI Q fil2 
10 47 20 
8 77 19 
11 27 12 
25 50 13 
18 124 .'.39 
36 77 2.5 
54 201 64 
Co Keeping up on farrn p:rog:rams is just as important as knowing about 
the latest feeding1 and li)rtifuir..,.ig-p.._ra.._,c..,.t""i...,c._e""'s.,.,o--~--------
~1 A Q Q ~ 
Texas .30 63 4 l~ 0 
Grant 42 93 9 3 3 
Thomas 26 .51-1, .5 3 2 
Washington 41 99 10 5 3 
Oklahoma 72 156 13 7 3 
Kansas 67 l.5J 15 8 5 
Total 139 309 ')Q t....U 15 8 
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APPENDDC B, TABLE VII (Continued) 
D. Determining what farm programs whould be best is really the job of 
the policy experts. 
SA A y 12 fill 
Texas 0 11 17 '37 36 
Grant 3 22 16 63 46 
Thomas 4 12 12 32 JO 
Washington 4 23 26 61 44 
Oklahoma 3 33 33 100 82 
Kansas 8 35 38 93 74 
Total 11 68 71 193 156 
APPENDIX C 
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APPENDIX C, TABLE I 
MEAN SCORES AND NORMALIZED Z VALUES ON DIFFERENCES FOR 
GROUPS SHOWING AN ASSOCIATION WITH PERCEPTION 
SCORES, BY AREAS 
Education and Perception 
Mean Score 
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APPENDIX C, TABLE I (Continued) 
Least Preferr~g Pro~rara and ferce:12tion 
.. Mean Scg;ce . . 
Free Market 1'! ~..andatorx n Difference z. 
Grant 32.50 38 33.91 24 -1.41 1.306 
'fexas 33.81 27 35.60 28 -1.79 L735 
Thomas 33.4.5 11 35.65 41 -2.20 1.640 
Washington 32.40 42 34.97 45 -2.57 2.555* 
Oklahoma 33.04 65 .34.82 .52 -1.78 2.363*' 
Kansas 32.62 .53 3.5.30 86 -2.68 3.271** 
Total 32. 8.5 118 35.12 138 -2.27 4.095** 
Whe51;t ~;terendum Vote and PerCJ'3J2tion 
Mean Sco;r:e 
~ N .N.2. li Difference z. 
Grant 32.49 61 34.73 79 -2.24 3.078** 
Texas 32.55 36 3.5 • .52 48 -2.97 3.196** 
Thomas 33.22 31 35.43 53 -2.21 2.534* 
Washington 32.24 54 35.30 69 -3.06 3.524** 
Oklahoma .32.51 97 3.5.03 127 -2.52 4<>307** 
Kansas 32.60 85 3.5.36 122 -2.76 4.300** 
Total 32.5.5 182 35.19 249 -2.64 6.123** 
Fair f!::1. ce Jo"£. Wheat and Perce:12;tio;u 
Mean Score 
O-L99 !i 2. 00-up, li ,P.i;ff erence z. 
Grant 34.21 33 .33.50 117 .71 .974 
Texas 3.5.61 13 34 • .33 87 1.28 1.095 
Thomas 3.5.7.3 19 3L~.45 70 1.28 .823 
Washington-: 34.84 58 33.60 96 1.24 1..531 
Oklahoma 34.60 46 33.85 204 • 7.5 1.342 
Kansas 35.06 77 33.96 166 1.10 1.525 
Total J4.89 123 33.90 370 .99 2.119* 
five-Year Free 1\/Jar~et frice for Wheat and Perce~tion 
Mean Score 
1. 00-1. 50 li Othe:f li Difference z. 
Grant 33.07 68 34.01 70 -094 1.187 
Texas 34.0l 5'+ 35.67 34 -1.66 L617 
Thomas 34.20 30 3.5.10 47 -.90 .844 
Washington 33 • .53 67 3LJ .• 57 66 -1.04 1.444 
Oklahoma 33.49 122 Jlh55 104 -1.06 1.691 
Kansas 33.74 97 -3z., .• 79 113 -1.05 1.770 
:total JJ.60 212 )4.6~ ,lZ -1.08 ,:48)* 
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APPENDIX C, TABLE I (Continued) 
Farm ~t~e and Perce:12:.tion 
Mean Score 
.§!}18.ll li La~ li D~ff ereu.~ z. 
Grant 35.26 23 33.63 73 1.63 1..562 
Texas 36.09 21 34.10 49 1.99 2.210* 
Thomas 33.88 17 35.02 40 =1.14 .• 979 
Washington 34.11 51 32.74 50 1.37 1~677 
Oklahoma 3.5.6.5 4,4 33.81 122 1.84 2.564* 
Kansas 34.05 68 33.75 90 .30 .363 
Total 34.68 112 33.79 212 .89 1.816 
At~engange at PQlic~ Meet;j,n~~ and Perce~t;j,on 
Mean Scg;i;:e 
Did Did Not 
Attend li Attend li Difference I 
Grant 33.53 130 35.31 16 -1.78 1.731 
Texas 34.11 70 35,53 28 -1.42 1.891 
Thomas 34.78 71 34.56 16 022 .oo 
Washington 33.34 105 35.53 fy7 -2.19 2.613** 
Oklahoma 33.73 200 35.45 44 -1.72 2 .. 792** 
Kansas 33.92 176 3.5.28 63 -1.36 2.019* 
Total 33.82 376 35.35 107 -1.53 3.407** 
Attendange at Edu.gat;j,onal Meetings and Perce:etion 
~an Sgote 
Did Did Not 
Attend M Attend n Difference z. 
Grant 34.33 69 32.92 79 1.41 2.143* 
Texas 34.27 L1-8 34.90 51 -.63 .481 
Thomas 35.7L~ 31 34.27 58 1.47 1.248 
Washington 32.72 62 JL~. 83 95 -2.11 J.041** 
Oklahoma 34.JO 117 33o'70 130 .,60 1.452 
Kansas .33. 73 93 34.62 1.53 -.89 1.75J-1, 
Total )4~0~ 2J,,0 J4gl9 28) .14 o2~4 
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APPENDIX C~ TABLE II 
MEAN SCORES AND NORMALIZED Z VALUES OF DIFFERENCES FOR GROUPS SHOWING 
AN ASSOCIATION WITH LIBERAL-CONSERVATIVE ORIENTATION, BY AREAS 























.J:£ean Sco 1'."e 
9:'+4 -... -~-... --li ~~ 1i 
2Ja69 49 25,,62 101 
2Jo57 40 2ho Ol.1,, 61 
2Jo02 37 25 0 3~2 53 
25ol!-9 69 26.11 87 
230 61~, 80 
/ 25003 162 
21}. 6J 106 25oBl l/.1,0 
24ol7 195 25039 302 
26077 49 24012 101 
25al7 3.3 2Joll 67 
25026 l}2 23.61 lJ!? 
25.68 85 2.5.97 71 
26017 82 2Jo72 161:s 
25.5L1, 127 2.5003 118 
2.50713 209 2L~o 26 286 
-~..,.,.-,==--~ .. J~l~~~~Pc~~T io,_,,iao .. _ 
,Dem.<:., N ~ N 
25.83 86 064 59 
2Ll-o65 55 27 37 
260.33 39 ?6 34 
2f:3o7'? 35 91+ 109 
25037 141 23011 96 
27 .2.i,8 71.1. 2Lh, 139 





















3.01 l.i,. 733** 
2.19 4.' "** 
APPENDIX C, TABLE II ( Cori.tirmed) 
~I:, Preferred ProP·ram arJ.d,.ULl!§l.r..f.i.l~Q.pnseirvative Orientation 
______ l;i~n-q,Q,Q,r,Et,-. • - uo•-
Free 
l\l~;k?j;, li .~:... li D~~ 
Grant 20077 35 26,,31 111 -5"51~· 
'fexas 2L94 19 2lJ,o)6 80 '"2o42 
'rhomas 21,)62 24· 2.501.5 57 ~~Jo5J 
Washington 2J 0 LJ,J 23 26.31 116 ·=2. 8f:l 
Oklahoma 2Ll8 5'+ 25J~9 191. =l+oJl 
Kansas 22.51 47 25093 1'73 -3.Li,2 







_5 0 _5Li,l ** 
Jo80J** 
?oOtJl** 
ltStJi..st Pr~~ed.J;,r,o;:m~.§1.ltci~lP.:P~l.:;.":.Q.~~ili.Q,ll_, ___ _ 
--· ~1~~.ll S.£2.Y~---· 
Free H,;;1,l1d.fL•" 
J~rJ;,~ li ~.IL 1'1 ]2:)J~.f J:;;1:.EJ.n,c .\l z. 
Grant 28o7B 38 2Jo'79 24 4o99 4.349** 
'l'exas 26096 27 22039 28 Li, • .59 30338** 
'11:i.omas 2?o18 11 23017 4-1 l.j,_,Ql 2040.5* 
Washington 29000 Li,z 2;Lll Li,.5 .50139 6.05'7** 
Oklahoma 2eo03 65 23003 52 )oOO 50660** 
Kansas 28062 53 2JolJ 86 5J1,9 60623** 
Total 2:~L29 118 23.10 138 .5ol9 80803** 
--l-~~"(1~·0$··~J:i~~JL: .. l?OqJ;~-~·=-~ 
I~~ li No li Q;tf~~ z. 
Grant 27091 :22c5lJ, 79 5.37 6.216** 
'I'exas 26013 :36 22.,16 4,3 )o97 Jo68!3** 
'fhomaE., 26o8J Jl. 2'.;L0.5 53 Jo?8 3.236** 
Washington 28.68 0 /~,/~, 69 5o24 6 0 L1,6L~** 
Oklahoma 27 025 Li,'7 l.~O 127 l.1,.85 '?02.32** 
Kansas 28001 85 23()(27 122 l.J,o 74 ?,192** 
Total 27060 182 2';, 83 249 -·--:!.::.?"< 10~]-l.~9~ ::,,,,."""'~;;~ .. -'l'f;:;,-.."ll:'ot:i' . 
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APPENDIX C, TABLE II (Continued) 
F ... air P.r .. t~ for Wheat and_Lir;i.,e;ra~.§}t.;tve, .Qr.,i-~nJ,ati<m., _. 
Mean Score 
Q::L.22 li ~~ N 121:Cf erep,g$t.. Z, 
Grant 22o/.j,2 33 2,50'71 117 =Jo29 30443** 
Te:ir..as 22.53 13 24. Olf, 137 =1.51 .683 
Thomas 23.57 19 ZL~0 68 70 -1.11 1.385 
Washington 2406? 58 26,.54. 95 =L87 2.672** 
Oklahoma 220L~5 46 2.5000 204 ~"2o55 J.1J6** 
Kansas 24.l.~O '?'? 2.5075 165 ~,LJ5 2.666** 
Total 23.67 123 25"'34 369 -L67 J.656** 
Ratio of Off-Farm to Total Income and Li.beral···Conservati"lre_Qrientation 
Mean Score 
0-25 26-up 
Percent li ~.J:Q,~i li Dif fe;rence z. 
Grant 2.lf,olJ 76 2.5. 87 74 =l.?L~ 2. 22J.plc 
'!'exas 23"93 45 2JoBO 56 .1.3 .06.5 
Thomas 2.5 0 l}2 5L~ 22.16 18 Jo26 2.233 * 
Washington 26.08 87 2.5 0 20 3.5 .sa .298 
Oklahoma 24. 0.5 121 21.~. 98 130 -.93 L688 
Kansas 25.82 ll.J,l 2l~,,16 53 1.66 l.Li,9L~ 
Total 25.01 262 2L~ 0 7L1- 183 027 • 01+6 
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APPENDIX C, 1:ABLB: III 
:MEAN SCORES AND NORJY.LALIZED Z VALUES ON DIB'FERENCES FOR GROUPS SHOWING 
















17 ,JJ,0 49 
17 0 0.5 40 
18.05 37 
18020 70 








































Org_anizational Indsix aklQ-..,.9..Q~~~gut_j;fil,~cY in Fa;t0rrdng 
-----~~~~~-.,---
£t::.El RI 2,~110 = li Q;l,JferE_?nce 
Grant 18086 90 o 03 60 L83 
Texas 11:3022 66 16080 35 L42 
Thomas 18065 52 180 38 .34 
Washington 19.31 109 19"00 ll9 .31 
Oklahoma. 18059 156 16o9L/, 95 L65 
Kansas 19009 161 18070 e7 039 
























APPENDIX C, TABLE III (Continued) 
Poli ti cal Part2; and Concen;. about Effi,cienc:I(; in Farminil: 
Mean S~!2I.,e 
~l!L.., li ~ ! Difference z. 
Grant 18016 86 17094 59 022 .408 
Texas 18009 .55 1608) 37 lo26 L78l~ 
Thomas 19.64 39 17.83 30 L81 L666 
Washington 20.74 . 35 18.83 110 L91 2.864** 
Oklahoma 18.13 141 17052 96 .61 L42 
Kansas 20.16 74 18062 140 L5i+ 2.893** 
Total 18083 215 18017 236 .66 L945 
Lea it Pref e;c:;i:ed_ Pro11.:r~s and Qoncerxl about E;(f;l,ciengz in Farming 
~an ~core 
Free l".landa-
Market !{ tory li Difference ~ 
Grant 19.39 38 17.16 24 2.23 2.515* 
Texas 17.85 27 17.28 28 .57 .925 
Thomas 19.63 11 18.Jl 41 L32 L287 
Washington 19.59 42 18.40 45 1.19 1.658 
Oklahoma. 18.75 65 17.23 52 1.52 2.790** 
Kansas 19.60 53 18.36 86 L24 2.201* 
Total 19.13 118 17093 138 1.20 3.209** 
Ref ere;adum V52te and . Concern about Ef;t:ici.erKi:I ;i;n Farming 
Mean Segre 
~ n ~ li Pi,fference z. 
Grant 18075 61 l'?oJ.5 79 1.40 20125* 
Texas 18008 lh·2 17.29 48 079 1.372 
Thomas 19083 31 1707.5 53 2o08 20150* 
Washington 19.74 .54 l.8060 69 1.14 1.922 
Oklahoma 18.50 97 17033 127 L17 2oJ.57* 
Kansas 19077 85 18023 122 L54 20920** 
Total 19009 182 17077 21+9 lo32 30740** 
;[aa,r ftice for ~eat and Concern about. Ett,ifi,ienc,, in Farmin~ 
Mean Sc(2:i;;:e -0-L99 H ~oOO~·up .li Difference z. 
Grant 16.48 33 l8o.59 117 -2.11 2.744** 
Texas 18 • .30 13 17067 87 .63 0139 
Thomas 17036 19 18088 70 =lo.52 20072* 
Washington 19.31 58 l9ol) 96 .16 0180 
Oklahoma 17000 46 18020 20l~ =1.20 2cl37* 
Kansas 18.8.3 77 190 Oli- 166 '~o2l 0794 
Iotal l.8al4 ..]2] 18~8 320 =044 12486 
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APPENDIX C, TABLE III (Continued) 
Debt to A~~et Ratio ~J1d.Concern about ~.tficienc~ in Farmin~ 
Mean S2ore ~ 
0-25 26=up 
Percent l'{ ,Pe:rc.§ni H Difference ~ 
Grant 18oJO 11.5 1705.5 34 075 .?82 
Tex.as l'7o97 80 17000 20 .97 L291 
Thomas 19o0J 63 16083 18 2o20 2&318* 
Washington 19052 99 18060 38 .92 1.340 
Oklahoma. 18016 19.5 1703.5 54 081 L487 
Kansas 19033 162 l8o0J 56 LJO 2,,351• 
Total 18.69 357 17070 110 ,,99 2.495* 
Mal · IJ2.oome and Concern about E;t;[ic1,eng;i.,_:l,n_Far~ng 
Mean Sco;i;:e 
µ'.)Ji H High .li Diff e:m.,11.c\il Z, 
Grant 19.21 73 17.10 77 2.11 3.671** 
Texas 18.13 36 17 ,.,.50 65 o6J .727 
Thomas 2lo0/.J. 24 17/35 48 )o69 J.60.5** 
Washington 19.35 60 19000 62 .35 oJ89 
Oklahoma 18.86 109 17.28 14'2 L.58 J • .570** 
Kansas 19.83 84 18.28 110 1.55 2.711** 
Total 19.2e 193 17.72 252 lo56 4.386** 
~tio Qf Off-Farm to Tot.al Income ~nd Concerr:. about Eff;i;cienc;z in Farming 
:Mean Sco:re 
0=25 26=up 
Percent .li !!erce11t. H .Diffezence z. 
Gra.nt 17 086 76 1.8.li,O 74 ~~.51+ o4J6 
Texas 16097 45 l8oJ3 56 =loJ6 L758 
Thomas 19.37 54· 16.22 18 3015 2.886** 
Washington 19044 e7 18,,48 3.5 .96 1.319 
Oklahoma. 17053 121 l8c3'? 1.30 ... 8l-1, 10454 
Kansas 19041 141 17071 53 1.70 2.746** 
Total 1EL54 262 18018 183 036 lol74 
Fa.rm ~e iJilld .Q..oncern aj:>®t . Eff""i ciel),,!'.'!X. i,D Fanainia; 
Mea.n .§..c~-
Small li .w-~ li Difference z. 
Grant l9olJ 23 l?o04 73 2,o09 1.933 
Texas 19.04 21 16.,73 49 2.31 2.266* 
Thomas 20023 17 17057 l.J-0 2.66 1.569 
Washington 19.49 51 18o,58 50 091 L084 
Oklahoma 19.09 44 16c9l 122 2ol8 2.988** 
Kansas 19.67 68 18013 90 1..51.J. lo961* 
To:taJ. 12~44 112. l'Z o4'] gig g.Ql )08,6** 
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APPENDIX C, TABLE III (Continued) 
Attendance at Ed1.tcatj..~,1ngp_ la,Jld Qgn~m.~~b_gut Effici.e11cy i;u Fari:rdn.t 
- ~ 
Did Did Not 
.A"t,t,e11£, N .ll,j~IJ.g, H ,l21.fferell9:l ~ 
Grant 1'7.88 69 18039 79 =o51 • .583 
Texas 16.8.5 48 18.l-l-5 51 -L60 2.,016* 
Thomas 18,,09 .31 18068 58 -.59 .316 
Washington 18,,75 62 l9o)4 95 =o79 1.381 
Oklahoma. 17046 117 1s,,1.n 130 =.95 L757 
Kansas 18,,53 93 19e122 153 -069 1.232 
Total 17.93 210 18,,85 283 -.92 2.419* 
~t Wo;i;:th and Qop9~rn aboi,a.:t;. Ef fici.Sz,nc;r :i.n Fa~.ng 
-11:;1 
~an ScorJl... -Low li fil,gh, li Difference 1 
Grant 18.25 68 18003 81 .22 ~191 
Texas 18026 75 16,,32 25 1.9L1, 2.085* 
Thomas l9ol9 51 17.43 JO 1.76 L784 
Washington 19.47 107 18)+4 29 1.03 1.409 
Oklahoma 18.2.5 143 17.63 106 ,62 0918 
Kansas 19.38 158 17.93 59 1.4.5 2.368* 
.IQ..tal :J.l1 .. ,.§j_, )01 lZglJ._,. 16_.5_ 1.12 22~68** 
APPENJ)Il C ~ TABLE IV 
~iJIGAN scom;s AND NORlv'J\.LIZE:D z VALUES ON DIF'.F':ERENCES FOR 
GROUPS SHOWING AN ASSOCIA'f:CON wr.rH AT:CITUDE TOWARD 







































































































































APPENDIX C, TABLE IV ( Co11ti.nu.21d ) 
Most .tt.tl"?_r.t:.ed Etf,0·1il:!J1_si,..us,._Q,onc~..n...§..ll2.ll::Ce. GQ,verrmient Cost,s 
____ M_ea.u .,':?~.Q.:t:.lP.. • - • -
E~t 11 Q~~ N ~~1£2. 
Grant Jo'?l 35 
'fexas 3"61'3 19 
Thomas 3.33 2lJ, 
Washington )o7) 23 
Oklahoma 3.70 5·~!· 
Kansas 3°53 47 


























l,1,. OIH ** 
J .833** 
.5.932** 
~?~~- ae~~!3.d .• ~.:.\?L+~~~-
• , • Mean ..P-Q..<2!:.~-~-· " 






































































































APPENDIX C~ TABLE IV (Continued) 
- ... --,..--~1-§...~~~ .. ~-
~ N z .. ;! oo.:::kl.n li Q;u:LE? •. r.ru.1-~ ~ 
Grant 3 0 ?ti 33 81 117 u,LOJ J.201** 
Te.xas l/,,, .53 13 4oJ1 f37 022 0550 
Thomas 4.05 19 37 '70 -•oJ2 • l.J,ll1, 
11/ashington )o96 [.'"'() :JO Ll,o 87 96 =o91 3,053** 
Oklahoma L1,.0Q Li,6 L1,.59 20L1, -· .59 2.319* 
Kansas )o98 ?'? I.J,066 166 ~~f;6e 20610** 
'rotal Jo99 123 4o62 370 ·~. 63 J.577** 









~l, 1i k1!£:.~ N 
4oJL/, 23 L/,o'?5 73 
lJ,o L1~7 21 Lro28 Ir9 
1~·,35 17 lJ,o52 L!,0 
51 5.14 50 
LJ,. l~,O i.jl.j, Lt,o.56 122 
LJ,o 32 68 lj, 0 (36 90 
l/ ·, ,. 
'o .),) 112 L1,069 212 
D:1..t~tru.~ 1t. 















---·-·-·--_l~an !~9Jlr!;;.. ___ . 
Qt.~q H Did Not li ~rence Z 
f1:t'is;;.e 119:. 
L~ 0 L/,6 l.1,,,68 79 '~o 22 .975 
Lr.J9 lj,,,23 51 .16 • .536 
l}.J5 31 31 50 <.) • OL~ .15l1-
l~-. 96 62 95 .6? 20266* 
L~)-1,J 11? JjO ~,. 0'? .46.5 
4.'?6 93 15) .L/,6 1.999* 
l-J.."513 2.10 2133 ol9 Ll09 
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APPENDIX C , 1:ABLE V 
Mf£AN SCORES AND NORMALIZED Z VALUES ON DIFFERENCES FOR GROUPS SH011HNG 
AN ASSOCIATION WITH ATTITUDE Trn~1ARD CONSUMER COSTS, BY AREAS 
""'~-~~, .... ~ .. -----~--------·,-,--lilil!:1$ ~--·---·111•:•1,,,,oi,.,lltll-~ill;O-!t ___ ,_>ll<'O __ ,_~ ,ol,rj-----~--:.<II'" ___ ,,,.. 
~~--~~~~-?'J.hr2lr.~ fg~9Jl~lllll!.-:U::. ... CJl~~~~~-··---·~··~,....-~~----- ... ~ ... ~a ,.1 ~ ~~~·· ,,..__ ... -. 
--~!Yl-~~~~-
.Q;:l~ li ~k:i:~\lll N Qiffere~ ~ 
Grant )o6J 49 5.13 1.01 .50 1.763 
Texas 5.80 40 .5 • .32 61 .t4e 1.762 
Thomas 5.51 37 .5.24 53 027 1.116 
Washington .5.31 69 5.05 85 .26 .868 
Oklahoma 5"'?0 89 5.20 162 .50 2.544* 
Kansas 5.3[1 106 5.13 138 .25 1.273 
Total 5.53 195 5.17 .300 .36 2.558* 
:S:.duca;~lor1 ap.p. Co1~r_:t;1 about Consu.rn~r Qo!at_ 
Mean Score 
.Q::1Q li 11-up l! l?j.fference 1 
Grant 5.12 1+9 5 • .3t1 101 .... 26 1.14.3 
•rexas .5.36 33 5.62 67 -.26 .788 
Thomas .5 .lLJ, l.j,Z 5 • .53 47 -.39 1.673 
Washington 4.78 85 5.6.5 69 -.87. 3.1L1,l** 
Oklahoma .5o2l 82 5 )+8 16[:l -.27 L416 
Ka11sas 4-.90 127 5.60 116 -.70 J.505** 
Total 5.,02 209 .5 0 .53 28Lr ..• 51 3.756** 








Mean Score ~-,,,_--.. 
Free Manda= 
~c,~t M ~J&.rx._ N W.~~ ~ 






























APPENDIX C, TABLE V (Continued) 
fJ:].11 o:r P~.rwt T~me Qe,t;iri9,,tion .. a~ ..!H -~~oui._Qonsumer Cos~ • , _ 
lYle,9;n Sco;r,~, _ 
l:,1111 Tllll£. 11 .fart_J:ime. 1l Di,f'f E};t:enq,~ I 
Grant 5o2) 130 5.60 20 -.3.5 L265 
Texas 5 • .52 132 .5.47 19 .05 .406 
Thomas .5.22 74 5,93 16 -.71 1.513 
Washington 5.09 133 5.66 21 -.57 1.410 
Oklahoma .5.35 212 .5.53 39 -.18 1.260 
Kansas 5 .1,~, 207 .5.78 37 -.64 2.103* 
Total .5. 25 419 5.65 76 -.l+O 2. J4Lp1, 
J:2.ebt,J,o Asset J~ll0_,~_90~'1Cetn abou·~ .CaQ!LSUme:r Cost 
Me_?.ll S9_q,:r~ •. 
0-2.5 26~,up 
b~rce11.t li brc.eJ1t ' n Difference z. 
Grant 5.21 115 .5 0 .55 34 -.34 1.265 
Texas 5.51 eo .5 • .50 20 .01 .232 
'Thomas 5.20 63 5.88 18 -.68 1.494 
Washington 5.04 97 5.70 37 -.66 2.lSLp~ 
Oklahoma 5.33 195 5.53 54 -.20 1.155 
Ka,nsas .5.10 160 5.76 55 -.66 2.610** 
Total .5.23 3.5.5 5.6.5 109 -.42 2.674** 
Ba:tio o;t: Qf'f-Fa:,rn1..:.~9.....:~21al J;;n.~me and Concern e.bout Cons;umer Cos! 
-,Q;;,25 Mean Score 11 26-up li Dj,fference I 
Grant )o27 76 5.32 74 -.05 .751 
'£exas 5.1-1,2 lJj .5.58 56 -.16 L018 
Thomas 5.09 _5Lr, 5.88 1.8 =.79 L875 
Washington .5.23 86 5.37 35 -,.14 .789 
Oklahoma 5.33 121 5o4J 130 -.10 1.277 
Kansas 5.17 lll,0 5.54 53 -.J4, 1.729 
Total 5.24 261 5)-i,6 183 -.22 20265* 










Members ! J!lml~L~- li Difference ~ 
5.61 




.5 • Li,6 








.5. 07 88 
5.53 67 
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APPENDIX c, TABLE VI 
MEAN SCORES AND NORMALIZED Z VALUES ON DIFFERENCES FOR 
GROUPS SHOWING AN ASSOCIATION WITH ATTITUDE TOW'ARD 
GOVERNMENT'S RESPONSIBILITY TO SUPPORT FARM 
PRICES AND INCOMES, BY AREAS 
19.5 
Political Party and Attitude Toward Gover:nm.ent's Responsibility to 




















































Most Preferred Farm Program and Attitude Toward Government's Responsibility 




















































Least Preferred Farm Program and Attitude Toward Government's Responsibility 








· Mean Score 
Free M9.rket l! Mandatory !i ;Q;ifferenge z. 











































APPENDIX C, TABLE VI (Continued) 
Referendum Vote and Attitude Toward Government's Responsibility to 
Su~Eott Farm Pr;i;ces and Incomes 
Mean Score 
~ li HQ. li Difference I 
Grant 3.1+0 61 2.37 79 1.03 5.238** 
Texas 2.97 36 2.16 48 .81 3.465** 
Thomas 2.77 31 2.33 53 .44 2.046* 
Washington 3.42 54 2.52 69 .90 4.401** 
Oklahom.a 3.24 97 2.29 127 .95 6.242** 
Kansas 3.18 85 2.44 122 .74 L~. 71.5** 
Total 3.21 182 2.36 249 .85 7.768** 
Fair Price for Wheat and Attitude Toward Government's Responsibility to 
Su:12po.r.t.[irxr1 f;i;,:;i;cel';i ang IncQmes 
Mean ScQr~ 
o ... 1o92 li 2600-u;e li Difference z. 
Grant 2.42 33 2.95 117 - • .53 2.J08* 
·. Texas 2.30 13 2.64 87 -.34 1. 0.50 
Thomas 2.15 19 2.58 70 -.43 1.664 
Washington 2o_56 58 3.15 96 - • .59 . 3.143** 
Oklahoma 2.39 46 2.82 204 -.43 2.363* 
Kansas 2.46 77 2.91 166 -.45 2.917** 
•rotal 2.43 123 2.86 370 -.43 3.682** 
Total Income and Attitude Toward Government's Responsibility to Support 
Farm Prices and Incomes,_ · 
Mean Score 


















































APPENDIX C, TABLE VII 
:MEAN SCORES AND NORMALIZED Z VALUES ON DIFFERENCES FOR GROUPS 
SHOWING AN ASSOCIATION WITH ATTITUDE TOvvARD 
PROGRAM ADI'1INISTRATION, BY AREAS 
Educatio.n §1.ng A;tti tude Tgwa;t:d fi;:Qgram Adm.1nistrati,2n, 
- Mean Scote ' 0-10 H 11 ... ui:2 H Difference 
Grant .5.16 49 .5.40 101 -.24 
Texas 4.84 33 .5o8.5 67 -1.01 
Thomas /.j,.64 42 5.02 47 - • .38 
Washington .5.38 86 5.98 71 -.60 
Oklahoma .5.03 82 .5 • .58 168 - • .5.5 
Kansas 5.11-1- 128 5.60 118 , ";;..46 
Total .5.10 210 .5 Q 59 286 -.49 
O:i;-.s;a.n~iriat~ooal ~dex and Attitude Ioward Pro!ira.n1 Adnrl.Di§trataion 
~an Scote 
.Q.:& H ~ !'! Difference 
Grant 5.42 90 .5.18 60 .24 
Texas .5.2.5 66 6.oo 3.5 -.75 
Thomas 4.50 52 5.28 38 -.78 
Washington .5.48 109 5.97 49 -.49 
Oklahoma .5 • .35 1.56 .5.48 9.5 -.13 
Kansas .5.16 161 5.67 87 - • .51 
Total 5.2.5 317 5.57 182 -.32 
Political Pa.:t~ and Ait;j.tude .. TQward Pro12;i:am Administration 
,_,,)i<2f.1.n Score 
Dem. li ~ !'! Difference 
Grant .5.37 86 .5.27 .59 .10 
Texas .5 .. 69 .5.5 .5.02 37 .67 
Thomas .5.41 39 4.60 30 .81 
Washington 6 • .54 35 .5.39 110 1.1.5 
Oklahoma 5.1+9 141 .5.17 96 .32 
Kansas .5.94 74 .5.22 140 .72 



























APPENDIX C, TABLE VII (Continued) 
Most Preferred Pro~ram and Attitude Toward Program Administration 
M~aia Score 
Free 
Market !i Other li Difference z. 
Grant 4.54 .35 5 • .58 111 -1.04 J.003** 
'rexa.s 4.6.3 19 .5.71 80 -1.08 2.216* 
Thomas 4o50 24 4.96 57 ;_.46 1.109 
Washington 4o82 23 5.77 117 -.95 2.237* 
Okla.ho.ma 4.57 54 .5.6.3 191 -1.06 J.745** 
Kansas 4.6.5 47 5.51 174 -.86 2.881** 
Total 4.61 101 5 • .57 .365 -.96 4.702** 
Least Pre;b'.erred Proll,:;i;:am ang A:ttj.tude Iowa.rd Proiram Admin;i,ijtra.tion 
Mea;u Scsu:e 
Free M9.nda-
Market li tory !'I Difference z. 
Grant 5.81 38 4.95 24 .86 2.126* 
•re:xas 5.88 27 5.46 28 .42 1.004 
'fuoma.s 5 • .54 11 4.75 41 .79 1.284 
Washington 6 • .35 42 4.75 45 1.60 4.309** 
Oklahoma ,5.84 6.5 5.23 52 .61 2.094* 
Kansas 6.18 53 4.75 86 1.43 4.710** 
Total 6.oo 118 4.93 138 1.07 4. 967** 
Referendum Vote and Attitude Toward Program Ad.ministrati2n 
Mean Score 
Yes !i .lli?. !'I Difference z. 
Grant 5.75 61 )o0) 79 .72 2.475* 
Texas 6.2.5 36 5.14 48 1.11 2.458* 
Thomas .5.64 31 4.35 .5.3 1.29 2.906** 
Washington 6.44 54 5.08 69 1.36 4.358** 
Oklahoma 5.93 97 5.07 127 .86 3.4.34** 
Kansas 6.15 8.5 4.77 122 1.38 5.429** 
Total 6.0.3 182 4.92 249 1.11 6.272** 
Fair Price for Wheat and Attitude Iowa.rd Program Ad.mini~t;i;:at;i,2n 
Mean Score 
0-1.99 li 2000-up !i Difference z. 
Grant 4.96 3.3 ,5.42 117 -.46 1.055 
Texas 5.38 1.3 5.57 87 -.19 .417 
Thomas 4.10 19 5.02 70 -.92 1.973* 
Washington 5 • .36 .58 5o85 96 -.49 1.9.31 
Okla.ho.ma 5.08 46 5.49 204 -.41 1.24.5 
Kansas .5.05 77 5.50 166 -.4.5 2.069* 
Io-tal 5.06 12) 5.:..49 JZO -.4] 2.410* 
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APPENDIX C, TABLE VIII 
MEAN SCORES AND NORMALIZED Z VALUES ON DIFFERENCES FOR GROUPS SHOWING 
AN ASSOCIATION WITH ATTITUDE TOWARD PROGRAM INFORMATION, 
BY-AREAS 
Eg~ga;t~gn ang Infot!!!Ja::t;l.gn Qr;l.enta.t4gn 
Mean Sgore. 
.Q.:12. li ;bl-up li Difference 1 
Grant 10.97 49 10.40 101 .57 1.533 
Texas 10.90 33 9.76 67 1.14 1.786 
Thomas 12.04 42 10.57 47 1.47 2.998** 
Washington ll.41 86 10.18 71 1.23 3.026** 
Oklahoni.a 10.95 82 10.14 168 .81 2.352* 
Kansas 11.62 128 10.33 118 1..29 4.136** 
Total u.36 210 10.22 286 1.14 5.107** 
Qrganaiz.a;t:iomi;b ;t;Qde;is; and Infgrma.;t;l.on Qt;l.en;tat~on 
~an ~core 
0-8 !i ~ li Di:f'ferenge 1 
Grant 10.93 90 10.08 60 .81 2.116* 
Texas 10.68 66 9.14 35 l._54 3.055** 
Thomas 11.38 52 llo0.5 38 .33 .607 
Washington 10.98 109 10.63 49 .35 .636 
Oklahoma 10.82 156 9.73 95 1.09 3.422** 
Kansas 11.11 161 10.81 87 .30 .741 
Total 10.97 317 10.25 182 .72 2. 9.3.5** 
HQst ;fI:eferreg Firm fI:oirarn and Infgrmatign Orienta;tion 
Mean Segre. 
Free 
Ms.rket li Other !i Difference 1 
Grant 10.80 35 10.42 111 .32 .780 
Texas 11.36 19 9.88 80 1.48 2.696** 
Thomas 10.87 24 11.24 57 . -.37 .576 
Washington 11.95 23 10~58 ll7 1.37 2 • .592** 
Oklahoma u .. oo .54 10.19 191 .81 2.161* 
Kansas ll.40 47 10.80 174 .60 1 .. 645 
Total ll.18 101 10.48 365 .70 2.498* 
200 
APPENDIX C, TABLE VIII (Continued) 
Lea~t Preferred Farm Proi:r2m and InfQ.rmatlon Orientation 
~ill ~core 
Free Manda-
Mar)&et H to:ry .li Difference 1 
Grant lOo0.5 38 10.66 24 -.61 .868 
Texas 9066 27 10 • .53 28 -.87 1.2.53 
Thomas 10.81 11 11.14 41 -.43 • 0.57 
Washington 10.16. 42 11.02 4.5 -.86 1.69.5 
Oklahoma 9.89 6.5 10 • .59 52 -.70 1.457 
Kansas 10030 53 11.08 86 -.78 1.804 
Total 10007 118 10 .. 89 138 -.82 2.603** 
Referend;ym Vote and Informatlon Q.:1en;!;:ation 
~an Score 
·res li li2. li Difference z. 
Grant 10.14 61 10 .. 89 79 -.7.5 1.743 
Texas 9.47 36 10.33 48 -.86 1.098 
Thomas 11.16 31 11.30 53 -.14 .042 
Washington 9.44 .54 11.47 69 -2.03 4.,567** 
Oklahoma 9.89 97 10.68 127 -.79 2.108* 
Kansas 10.07 8.5 11.40 122 -1.33 J.806** 
Total 9.97 182 11.03 249 -1,,06 4.J02** 
At·~eng&nce i!i;t f.gJJi~ Meet;i..n8;~ and Inf omat;ion Qr;j.ent1t;!.on 
~an Score 
Did Did Not 
Attend li Attend li Difference 1 
Grant 10 • .52 130 11.2.5 16 -.73 1.012 
Texas 9.6.5 70 11.42 28 -1.77 3.286** 
Thomas 11.2.3 71 11.18 16 .05 .160 
Washington 10.46 10.5 lL.72 47 -1.26 2.937** 
Oklahoma 10 .. 22 200 11.36 44 -1.14 2.762** 
Kansas 10.77 176 11 • .58 63 -.81 2.J98* 
Total 10.48 376 11.49 107 ... 1.01 J.848** 
Attengance at Edllcat;!.2nal ~et;i.,ng~ and ;y.lt:ormatl2n Or;j.entation 
~an Score 
.Did Did Not 
~teng li Atteng,, !! Difference z. 
Grant 10 • .57 69 10.6.5 79 -.08 .301 
Texas 9 • .54 48 10.70 .51 -1.16 2.088* 
Thomas 11.06 31 11.36 .58 -.JO 0470 
Washington 10o43 62 11.16 95 -.73 1.679 
Oklahoma 10.1.5 117 10 .. 67 130 - • .52 1..599 
Kansas 10 .. 64 93 11.24 153 -.60 1.703 
:t:ot!l lOaJZ gJ,Q 10,28 28) .-.~l ~·~26** 
APPENDIX-D 





July 8 ~ 1964, 
Dear Friend: 
You have been selected to be one of a group of Oklahoma wheat 
growers to take part in a survey. Its pu1"pose is to find out more about 
how farmers feel toward wheat programs and what kind they prefer. 
The survey is part of a regional study which includes both Oklahoma 
and Kansas. Oklahoma State Univ-er·sity is conducting the survey in this 
state. 
Your op1m_ons as an individual farmer B;,re highly imno:~:t.ant to the 
study. This is your change to sa;sc how :v;ou feel about diff e:rent ty1:ies o~ 
wheat progra:m.s,. Also. you stan,d to 1;,enefit from the pu]illshed su:rve:.z 
Iesults .lib;i..Ql:i, i:411 show in deta.Jl ·wha\_f..a,ri11,ers reall:z 12refer. 
The results can be analyzed and published sooner if you will fill 
out the enclosed questionnaire within the next two or three days. It ,d.11 
probably take you about an hour. On most questions you simply circle a 
number or put a check mark in the appropriate space. 
One of us 1rill call on you within the next three to seven days to 
pick up the completed quest.ionnaire. We ·will have a. few more questions 
then, dealing with specific iJ'heat prices under different types of programs. 
All replies you give us will be confidential. The· survey is not 
"trying to sell" any type of program. Its only purpose is to get accurate 
infornw.tion about what farmers prefer. 




De1mar Hate sohl 
Resea:t:'ch Assistant 
APPENDIX E 
Questtonnaire Mailed to Respondents 
203 
C O N F IJLE N T I A L 
Interview Number ----
PART I 
REGIONAL STUDY OF WHEAT FARMERS' PREFERENCES 
Note: Please read the enclosed letter before you fill out this form. 
lo Farm operator's name, address~ and telephoneo 
Na.me Address Phone No. & Exchange 
2o Farm opera.tores age=---- Year started farming~~-
Jo Last year of school finished (circle number) Elementary: 1=4 .5-8 High School: l 2 3 4 College 1 2 3 4 




Would you class yourself as a full-time or part=time farmer? (Please check oneo) 
Would you class your farming operation as small _, average _, or large _? (Please check one:.) 
Do you plan to continue farming for another 2 or 3 years? 
Yes No Don°t know __ _ 
N 
i 
80 We would like your opi!ll.on on what causes the current~ problemo The following items are sometimes 
given as causes. Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with each statement by circling one 
nu.mbero The numbers mean: 
1. STRONGLY AGREE 2o AGREE 3. UNDECIDED 4o DISAGREE 5o STRONGLY DISAGREE 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 J 4 5 
ae Increased'use of fertilizer, hybrid seed, irrigation, and big machinery. 
bo High costs of processing and marketing after products leave the farm. 
Co Past government farm programs. 
do Farmers can get credit too easilyo 
eo Farmers try to increase their income by increasing production. 
fo High wages in industry cause high prices for what the farmer buyso 
go Farmers lack bargaining powero 
ho Poor management is the ma.in reason why farmers have income problems. 
L Other causes (specify)------------------------
Which is the most important cause?~----~~~~--~--~~~-
N 
& 
9. We would like your opinion as to what a wheat program should accomplish~ Suppose someone said the 
objectives listed below were importanto Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with each 
statement by circling one number. The numbers mean: 
1. STRONGLY AGREE 2. AGREE J. UNDECIDED 4. DISAGREE 5. STRONGLY DISAGREE 
1 2 3 4 5 a. Keep down farmers' costs to grow wheat°' 
1 2 3 4 5 bo Keep wheat prices on a par with other prices in the economy. 
1 2 3 4 5 c. Keep bread prices low. 
1 2 3 4 5 d. Increase farmers' income from wheat. 
1 2 3 4 5 e. Give farmers freedom to produce and market as th&y wish. 
1 2 3 4 5 f,, Keep down government expense. 
1 2 3 4 5 g. Keep government regulation to a minimum. 
he Others (specify) 
Which is the most important objective? 
!\) ) 
§>} 
lOe The following are some of the general programs that have been discussed for wheat. Please indicate 
vrhether you approve or disapprove of each by circling the number which best indicates your feeling· 
toward the programo Th,e numbers mean: 
1. STRONGLY APPROVE 2 .. APPROVE 3Q UNDECIDED 4. DISAPPROVE 5. STRONGLY DISAPPROVE 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4. 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
l 2 3 4 5 
l 2 3 4 5 
a. Voluntary acreage diversion progra.ra (each indi~dual farmer is free to 
decide each year if he wants to receive payments to divert land from 
wheat production and be eligible for price supports). 
b. :Mandatory controls (all farmers would be required to comply with allot-
ments if approved in a national referendum). 
Co Direct payments (no production controls, no marketing controls; a direct 
government payment would be made to farmers to raise farm income). 
d. Long=term land retirement (similar to Conservation Reserve, no acreage 
controls on specific crops). 
e. Free market (no acreage allotments, no price or income supports). 
f. Two=price plan (wheat used in U.S. supported at a parity level; all 
wheat beyond that needed in Uo So sold on the world market at the 
world price)o 
11. Which one of the six programs described above do you pref er most? ------




l2o Efforts to raise net farm income from wheat could focus on any one of the following meansQ Please 
indicate whether you would approve or disapprove of each as the principal means of raising farm 
income by circling one numbero The numbers mean: 
1, STRONGLY APPROVE 2. APPROVE )o UNDECIDED 4o DISAPPROVE 5o STRONGLY DISAPPROVE 
1 2 3 
1 2 J 
l 2 3 
1 2 3 
1 2 3 
1 2 3 
1 2 J 









ac Reduce farmers' costs to grow wheato 
bo Reduce the marketing and processing margins of middlemeno 
Co Increase the price of bread. 
do Continue present government programs but raise the level of support 
prices and government paymentso 
eo Use government control of supply of farm products going to marketo 
fo Make it easier for farmers to move off the farm so that there is more 
11income" for those remainingo 
go Incr8ase expurts w.ith government subsidies or donations if necessaryo 
ho Find inore uses for farm productso 
ic Other (please list) 




lJo We'd like to know which organizations you 
In Colwnn 1, put a check by organizations 
in which you have been or are an officerc 
best indicates how often you attended the 
have been a member of any time during the last fiire years o 
you have belonged toe In Column 2 9 check organizations 
In Columns 3, l.J,~ and .5, put a check in the column i:,,ihich 
meetingso 
=======================-========:;:========::.=;:::::::===========~~ .. 
Organization I- Member I Officer z ---· -=---Meet:i.ng Att52n.d§!,,nce., = ·-
- ; c1) I c2) __ Often Occasionally Never < J) L 4 > ·~ -----1iL..____ 
Grange J l .. m, , __ 
= I I 
Farmers Union ! _ 
::: Bureau -:-- I 1 : : - ::~-== 
' . I 
" "Wheat Gro1crers e Association 1 
:,:,;;;~,,;> 
} 
Cattlera.e11 1 s Aszo,;;ia.t_i:ou I - ~ ._..,r::.-=iolAI:--




Co=op Grain Jlevator Board I i ~---=.,,,..~--~
I I REA Board I i ia,o;m,w..,,.,-. :a.~ -.-~- ~--I FHA Committee I -~-~,;§-·-
Extension Council (4-,;.H leader;, etco) 








140 If you planted the number of acres to wheat you felt best fit your farm, what wheat price per 
bushel would you need to break even with your cash operating costs (seed, fuel, fertilizer, hired 
labor, insecticides, etc.)?~~-----~~~~---~~~~~~~--~~--~ 
150 Suppose there vrere no controls or support prices on wheat for the next five years. What would 
you expect the price to be at the end of the period? At that price, would you 
plant more~ the same, or less than the number of acres you planted in 1963? More--~-
Less Same --~-- How many acres more or less? ______ _ 
160 a. Now compare your situation with that of other wheat farmers in your neighborhood if there were 
no controls or price supports on wheate Would you be better off, worse off, or same shape as 
other wheat farmers? 
Better off Worse off Same shape __ _ 
be How would you rate your possibilities for income in a nonfarm job as compared to the income 
you have been ma.king from farming? 
Good Fair Poor __ _ 
170 With your present equipment and labor, assuming no controls, how many acres of wheat could you 
easily handle?~~-~~~----~~~ 
18Q What do you think is a reasonable cost per bushel for the government to spend to support the 




19e The following statements are sometimes ma.de about farm programs and farming in generalo Please 
indicate whether you agree or disagree with each statement by circling one nu.mbero The numbers 
mean: 
L STRONGLY AGREE 2o AGREE Jo UNDECIDED 4 .. DISAGREE 5o STRONGLY DISAGREE 
1 2 .3 4 5 
1 2 .3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 .3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 J 4 5 
l 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
ao Farmers find it too hard to keep up on all the government programs 
that come outo 
bo An individual farmer can't do much about the farm problem so why worry 
about ito 
Co Keeping up on farm programs is just as important as knowing about the 
latest feeding and fertilizing practiceso 
do Determining 1'1lhat farm programs would be best is really the job of the 
policy expertso 
ee It~s not possible to set up an allotraent system that is fair to all 
farmerso 
fo Wheat programs have been poorly ~un (administered) in the pasto 
go It is the governmentis responsibility to support farm prices and income. 
h<> Farm price support programs really donat cost the government muche 
L Many farmers are content with a lower cash income than city people 
because of the advantages of farm lifeo 
jo What a farmer has grown in the past is a good way to figure allotments 
for the future. 
ko One goal of farm programs should be to keep increasing efficiency 
that isj produce more food with less land and laboro 
lo Farmers that are making a good living should.~'t be allowed to buy or 




1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
mo One sensible way to cut farm production would be to put a limit on the 
amount of fertilizer that can be usedo 
no The government should see that every farmer makes a decent liv"ing. 
o o It@ s important to provide an opportunity to farm for all boys who wa11t 
to farm. 
po Farmers should vote down any wheat programs that would raise the cost of 
producing a bushel of wheato 
20. The following statements are sometimes made about the current farm situationo Please indicate 
whether you agree or disagree with each statement by circling one number0 The numbers mean: 
L STRONGLY AGREE 2c AGREE Jo UNDECIDED 4oDISAGREE 5o STRONGLY DISAGREE 
l 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
l 2 .3 4 .5 
1 2 .3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
ac There is apt to be a shortage of food because so many people are moving 
off the far.mo 
bo A depression in agriculture will usually lead the whole country into a 
depressiono 
c. A growing population will eliminate the farm surplus problem within 
about five yearso 
do If we went to a free market for farm products 9 farm income would return 
to recent levels after a short period of adjustmento 
eo Finding new uses for farm products doesn't offer much hope for solving 
the farm problemo 
fo The government should support farm prices, but it shouldnwt try to tell 
a farmer what and how much to produce. 





















h" There's no reason for the United States to have so rm:tch surplus food 
while there a.re hungry people in the worldo 
4 
.loo The wheat price would be higher than it is now if farmers didn 
new varieties and fertilizerso 
,..,eA ... ~ .. w ..... 
jc Farmers could easily organize to control prod\wtion and raise priceso 
ko W'D.en developing a wheat export policy~ the United States :must consider 
::tts effects on other wheat ex-porting countries. 
2L The following statements reflect opinions about current issueso Please indicate whether you 
agree or disagree with ea,::;h statement by cireling one numbero The nu..'11bers meant 
L STRONGLY AGREE :2.c AGREE Jc UNDECIDED 4o DISAGREE 5o STRONGLY DISAGREE 
' 2 J 4 J_ 
1 2 "), 4 ./ 
... 
J.. 2 3 4 
l 2 3 4. 
l 2 3 4 
1 2 3 4 











The federal gcvern,_"!lent should not get involved in such projects as 
electric power and housingo 
Instead of reducing taxes recently, Congress should have t,r::ied to reduce 
the national debto 
Co Tb.e federal govern..>nent ought to see to it that anyone 1Jho we..nts to work 
can find a jobo 
do Most big businesses make entirely too much profit,o 
80 Goverrm1ent relief programs have gotten to be too Liirguo 
f O It 11 s time for Congress to pass a bill that will provide medical care 
for the agedo 
go The federal government should be doing more to help small towns and 





1 2 3 
1 2 3 
4 5 
4 5 
ho One job of government is to see that people are free to run their 
businesses as they pleaseo 
io Present government fal"Dl programs are contrary to the free enterprise 
systemo 
SOURCES OF INFORMATION 
220 There are many details involved in price support and loan progran1se Examples are size of allot-
ments9 support pricesi sign=up dates, and rules about cross=complianceo What sources of 





















IBtters from ASCS officeo 
Farm maga.zineso 
Newspaperso 
Visits to ASCS officeo 
Radio. 
Televisiono 








L. Others (please list) ___ .,.....__. ________ ..,_ ......... ________ ....... __ 
. . . . . . 
Which of. these . would you consi1~~ most·. useful? - ......... -----------
23. Occasionally,'a price support program comes up on which you have to decide whether to vote "yes" 
or "no.'' A good example is the wheat referendum held last year. What sources of information 








b. Farm organization (Farm Bureau, Farmers Union, Grange, NFO, etc.). 
c. College of Agriculture or county agent. 
d.. County ASCS office. 
e. Department of Agriculture in Washington. 









1. Elevator rnanagero 
m. Others (please list)--------------------
Which one of these do you find most useful?--~----~--~----~ 
Do any of these sources present only one side of the picture? 
Yes __ _ No Don't know -----
If yes
9 
which ones? _________________________________________ ~ 
24. Do you feel that you usually get enough information so that you can make the right choice on 
farm programs? 
Yes __ _ Sometimes No __ Don't know ____ _ 
If not, who should be putting out more information?., _______________________ _ 
25. What should be the role of the College of Agriculture and Extension Service in regard to infor-
mation about farm policies and programs? 
___ ao They should put out as much unbiased, factual information as possible vd.thout expressing 
opinions. 
__ b.o They should take a definite stand on which types of programs would be besto 
--~-c. They should not put out information on farm programs. ~ 
26. A person often likes to find out what someone else in the community thinks about a new practice 
or idea. If you could get the opinion of only one other person in your community about a farm 
program, who would it be? 
Name ----~----------------------------- Occupation~------------------~--~----
27. Have you attended any meetings within the past t'W'O or three years which were held for the special 
purpose of explaining a particular farm program or policy? 
Yes --- No -- Don't remember ---
28. Do you attend other adult classes or meetings on other topics held by the Extension Service 
or Vocational Agriculture? 
Often __ Occasionally--~- Very seldom __ 
29. Do you think farmers would take time to attend special half-day or evening meetings in your 
local area to discuss farm policy and programs? 











REGIONAL STUDY OF WHEAT FARMERS' PREFERENCES 





Total acres in_~ ........ ~---------~----~~~--------~~~--~~---~~ 
Cropland, acres {including temporary pasture) Acres Rented and Owned 
Irrigated acres 
Acres fallowed 
Wheat planted (Fall. 1 6 
Wheat harvested for grain 
Wheat pastured out 
Wheat allotment (1964) . 
Feed grain planted (specify milo. corn. barley, oats) 




31. How many acres (non-irrigated) that you farm are suitable for growing wheat? ________ _ 
32. If you planted .1!11. these acres to wheat, what would be your average wheat yield over a period 
of years? 
33. If you planted only your wheat allotment, what would be your average yield over a period of 
years? ___________________ _ 
34. What would be the average yield of grain sorghUill (or best alternative to wheat) if you grew it 
only on land used for wheat?--------------
35. What was your average grain sorghum (or other feed grain) yield in 1963? ------------~ 
36. What would you consider to be a fair or equitable price for wheat if your production costs 
stay at their present level?----------------------
3?a. Would you favor a free :market if under such conditions the price of wheat would always be 
below$ per bushel? (Fill in answer given in Question 36.) 
Yes No ---
Don't know __ _ 
b. How low would the price of wheat have to go before you would favor government price supports of 
one form or another? 
------------------------------
38. What percent of the votes in a national wheat referendum should be in favor of an allotment 
program for it to become binding on all growers? Just over two-thirds (pa.st rate) __ _ 
Just over one-half other --- N 
N .o 
39. Check which you prefer: 
Each allotment holder be given a single vote 
Each farmer be given as many votes as he has allotment acres 
40. (Optional) Given your 1964 cropland acreage, how many acres of wheat would you plant for 
harvest if we had no allotments or price supports;i and wheat prices as follows: (Prices of 
livestock and feed grains would remain at present levels.) 
Price of Wheat 







Acres t Would Plant 
for Harvest with 
No Controls 
4L Say you have a choice of participating in a wheat program at different allotment levels. 'what 
su2:eort price would 3rou ~ !Q. participate if the acres below the base would have to be idle 
without ciiversion pa;y-rnents? If you did..>1 't participate you would have to take the unsupported 
price of $1.20 per bushel. 
If your allotment i;,ras set 50% below your 1961 base* ·what price would you need to participate?$ __ _ 
It II Ii " II 25% II fl II " II II " " " II ff 
II II n II II Base fl " II II II II u 
II II 11 II 11 15)'& above your 1961 base ii II II II II II 16 
II II u II II 25% n II II n II II II II ~-v n ii 
*"Your 1961 base II is associated ·with a 55 million-acre national allotment and was last fully 
planted in 1960-61. Since then 9 acreage diversion and other programs have reduced acreages 





4-2. The government spends about $).5 billion each year to support farm prices. About three-quarters 
of a billion dollars was required to support wheat prices with the 1962 wheat progrruno This 
takes into account all costs. What do you believe the government should spend on farm programs 
in general and on wheat? (Check one on each line.) 
General farm Support Programs: Spend same % 1'1ore __ 
% VJ.ore __ 
% Less __ _ None 
Wheat Program: Spend same % Less __ _ None 
43. Below are (briefly described to refresh your memory) the wheat programs we have had since 196L 
Please indicate whether you approve or disapprove of each by circling one number. The numbers 
mean: 

















4 r:. .,I 
a. ,1961 .J2ro_g_rar.tt, 
Allotment •••• • 55 million acres nationally (you.r old wheat base allotment) 
Wheat price ••••• $1.80 per bushel 
b. 1962 program 
Allotment ••••• 55 million acres (your old wheat base allotment but 
acreage diversions idled an additional 
10% of the old base) 
vnleat price oco•o$2.00 per bushel 
Ce 1961 progra..fil 
Allotment ••••• 55 million acres (your old 1,;rheat base allotment but 
voluntary acreage diversions idled 
10-20;,i of the old base) 
W0ea t price o •• H $1. 82 plus $. 18 payment-in-kind (PIK for those who 
divert below ba.se 
allotment) 
cL 1961±.. nro gram 
Voluntary allotmento•••c50 million acres (you must leave idle 10% 
Wb.eat price c •••• $2. 00 in domestic market 
•••00$1.55 in export market 
of your old base allotment N 
to be eligible for certificates) .~ 
••• , c $LJO on above wheat not covered by certificates 
43. (Continued) 
Which one of the above progra:ms do you !!!<2Jii pref er? a_ b_ c_ d_ Undecided 
Which one of the above programs do you least prefer? a~ b~ c~ d~ Undecided 
If you had a. choice bet·ween the above programs and a free market, which would you choose? 
One of 1961-63 programs 
1964 probram 
Free markets 
(To be answered only by those who favor free markets.) 
If ·without price supports the wheat price were $1.20 per bushel and your net income from 1,Jhea.t 
under such conditions was down 50 percent, would you favor: 
One of the 1961-64 programs __ 
Market vd.th no allotments or price supports _ 
44. The follo,,d.ng are some specific programs proposed for wheat. Please indicate whether you approve 
or disapprove of each by circling one number. The numbers mean: 
1. STRONGLY APPROVE 2o APPROVE 3. UNDECIDED 4. DISAPPROVE 5. STRONGLY DISAPPROVE 
1 2 3 ~-· .5 
1 2 3 ,~. 5 
a. No price support 9 !.12. allotment 
A.llotmaent Q GI (> (I O I) 0 o O e Cl! 0 Q, Q O e o O lilo GI c O e e, 0 0 e- Q <.: 0 .:, C ~ O c, () 0 Q Q Cl O None 
vvl.1ea t price O c (I O O (> !) 0 c e Q ~ 0 0 4' c O O ¢ 0 0 a O Cl ~ Q O c e c ~ c O I) 0 c, e O O $1 it- 20 lJer bushel 
Percent of 1962 and 1963 wheat income*.•o•••o•,•••·50% 
t,T· t •' . . ~-h t ** . $-. ~ .~e income per ,.~ ea acre • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • .l.) 
b. '!)LQ.-)Fice, certificate plan without allotments 
Allotrnent (I c e (!) Q O O O e O • ~ 0 • " e O ~ II $ 0 Q s, 0 Q ~ ,:, 0 0 0 0 0 (., ~ Q O c (;! 0 D ;!) l\Jor1e 
\l"n.1eat price '1ClOG¢~0000001!,90!1~QO~O-t>OOQ~C00¢60~0eC·Ot'.:e$2oOO lJer bushel on 
3.5% of production 
" ~ t'I " ,., °' o c:- 9 o o o " o- • '°' " e o Go o o c 1,1" () o ti, o c o ~ ., e, c o G o ,:, ie $1 c 20 pe 1~ busl1el on 
65Jl of production 
Percent of 1962 and 1963 wheat income* •••••••••••• 80% 
Net income per wheat acre** •••••••••••••••••••····*18 N 
(i5 
44. (Continued) 
1 2 3 4 5 c. lli2.,-Price certificate plan~ allotments 
Allotment (Voluntary) •• o••••••••••••••••••••••••••Old 1961 wheat base 
allotment, but farmers 
would have to idle 10% 
of the old wheat base 
without diversion payment. 
Wheat price •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• $2.oo per bushel on 45% of 
production 
••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••$1.27 per bushel on 55% 
of production 
Percent of 1962 and 1963 wheat income* •••••••••••• 82% 
Net income per wheat acre**•••••••••••••••••••••••$22 
Which one of the above prograi.ns do you most prefer? a~ b~ c~ Undecided 
Which one of the above programs do you least prefer? a~ b~ c~ Undecided 
*Percent of national average riet wheat income (fa~m wheat receipts plus government payments 
less nonland costs). 
**Net wheat receipts plus government payments divided by acres harvested plus divertedo Tnis same 
procedure is used throughout the following questions. 
45. The following programs have been proposed for wheat. Please indicate whether you approve or 
disapprove of ea.ch by circliri.g• one number. The numbers mean: 
lo STRONGLY APPROVE 2. APPROVE J. UNDECIDED 4. DISAPPROVE 5. STRONGLY DISAPPROVE 
1 2 3 4, 5 a. Direct lump-sura r,,ayrnent :erogram 
Allotments O O Cl O O O 8 !So O O t, ~ 0 e O O $ G E1 0 0 G & C. 0 C Q O Q O O (I <, 0 0 0 0 Cl None 
'Wheat priceooo•e@ee~00000000¢0¢0GOOCOeOO~QOOOOOCO$lo20 per bushel 
Percent of 1962 and 1963 wheat income •• o•c••.,••••72% 




1 2 3· 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
b. Voluntary acreage diversion program 
Allotments ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••None, but diversion pay-
ments to idle land. 
Wheat price •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••$1.30 per bushel 
Percent of 1962 and 1963 wheat income ••••••••• 88% 
Net income per vmeat acre (payments of $20 per 
acre to idle land included in income) •••••••• $24 
c. Mandatory 1962-type allotment program 
Allotments ••••••••••••••••••••••••<>•••••••••••Old 1961 base wheat allot-
ment, but must idle 10% of 
this allotment without 
diversion payment. 
Wneat price •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••$1.80 per bushel 
Percent of 1962 and 1963 wheat income ••••••••• 100% 
Net income per wheat acre ••••o••••••••••••••••$27 
Which of the above programs do you~ prefer? 
Whic-.h of the above programs do you least prefer? 
a~ b~ c~ Undecided 
a~ b~ c~ Undecided 
N01:,; consider all 6 programs in questions 44 and 45? 
Which of the 6 programs do you~ prefer? 44 a~ b~ c~ Undecided~ 
45 a_ b_ c_ 
Which of the 6 programs do you~ prefer? 44 a b c Undecided 




4-6. The alternatives differ under each of the following situations because tighter mandatory allot-
ments bring higher wheat prices and incomes. ~ that higher wheat prices and incomes come at 
the "expense II of reduced allotments vd th no payment for idling acres o Also note the cliff erences 
in government costs. (Check the preferred alterna.tiveo) 
SI'rUATION I (Ea.ch alternative costs the U. S. Treasury $2.50 rn.illiono) 
Alternative a. Allotment •••••••••••o••••••••"••••oOld wheat base allotment but must 
idle 10'i£ Tu1-ithout diversion payment. 
Wheat price 0000•0••••••••••••••••00$.95 per bushel 
Percent of 1962 and 1963 wheat income.?0% 
Net income per wheat acre ••••••.••••••• $18 
Alternative b. Allotme.nt •••••••••••••••••••ooooooo•oOld wheat base allotment but must 
idle 27% without diversion paymento 
~fx:1e8.t p::cice o o o • " o •• " o. o ••• o o • o • o o • o •• $2. 00 per bushel 
Percent of 1962 and 1963 wheat inoome.100% 
Net income per wheat acre oo,••••oo•••$2? 
Prefer: a~ b_ Undecided 
SITUATION II (Each alternative costs the Uo S,, Treasury $500 milliono*) 
Alternative ao Allotment o o ••• o o ••• o o ••••• o o " •• coo o o .110 percient of old wheat base allot-
ment 
r.n. .1.. ' $1 111:: iVJ.'lGaL, price C:-::)ODCO!;:.ococc-e~QC,OOOOOCCCIC;;! o"'i"..) 
Percent of 1962 and 196 3 wheat income. 7 5 % 
Net income per wheat acre o o. o. o ••. o •• "$19 
per bushel 
Alternative bo Allotment o" ••••• o •••• o o c, •••••• c.". c ,Old ·wheat base allotment but must 
· dl 1rv4 • +- t d" · t l e v;'O WJ. whOU . l Version pa;_]1f18l'l,., • 
',/'., ~- ----· ,J:1 80 c, 1 " h 1 ~Jli.eav p.l.lCe CO~;C.:-~oe;o000;;.,c1;<!)<:,r:<~GOC-C·OO:t::..j, ,ti p,~,,.r DUS.1. ... e 
Percent of 1962 and 1963 wheat incomeclOO% 





Alternative C. Allotment o•••••o•••••••••••••••••••'•••••••••Old wheat base allotment but 
must idle 27% without diver·· 
sion payment. 
Wheat price o O c O • o o o o o e o O o O o • • O o O O· 0 0 0 o o O O o c Co $2.50 per bushel 
Percent of 1962 and 1963 wheat income.o••••••l35% 
Net income per iiJhea t acre ••••••••••••••••••• $36 
Prefer: a b c_ Undecided 
*Approximate cost of 1962 and 1963-type programs 9 not including storage and ad..Yflinistration. 
SI'rUATION III (Each alternative costs the U. S. Treasury $750 million.) 
Alternative a. Allotmei.:t ···••o••••••••••••o•••••o••llO percent of old ·wheat base 
allotment 
T. l'' + 0 $1 75 1 • h l 'ld168. v price e ~ c ~ 0 0 0 c c O O O e c O O Q Q O O s O O O Q O pe1~ ous e 
Percent of 1962 and 1963 wheat income.105% 
Net income per wheat acreoo••oooo•cooo$26 
Alternative b. Allotment •c•oo•coocooooooooo••••o••c•Old ·wheat base allotment but must 
pref,:1r: a 
idle 10% ·v,rithout diYersion pay,nent. 
Wheat price o••oo••••••ooo••oo,oo,c•,.$2.20 per bushel 
b 
Percent of 1962 and 1963 i:,Iheat income .135% 
Net income per wheat acre ••0•••••0000$36 
Undecided 
You have been asked to state your preference under each situationo Now would you state the Qyerall 
single preference from all the alternatives listed in the above three situations. 
prefer: (Check only one place beloi:,r.) 
SITUATION I a 
SITUATION II a 




,., ..... Undecided N 
N 
'""" 
46. . (Continued) 
Now let's compare an unsupported market lid.th the si tua.tions we have just discussed. Say that 
under a situation of no supports and no allotments, ,rheat price would be $1.20 per busheli wheat 
income 50% below 1962 and 1963 income, and net income $12 per acre. vfuich would you choose? 
( Check one in each row below o ) 
Unsuppo 1-ted markets __ _ 
Unsupported markets 
Unsupported markets 
A program in Situation I 
A program in Situation II 




47. The follm,rlng programs have been proposed as additional ways to deal with the farm problem. If 
the programs could be made to work, would you approve or disapprove. Circle one number. 
The nmnbers mean: 
L STRONGLY APPROVE 2" APPROVE 3. UNDECIDED 4. DISAPPROVE 5" STRONGLY DISAPPROVE 
1 2 ".), 4 _, 
... 2 3 4 -L 
1 2 3 4 
l 2 3 4 
1 2 3 L~ 








8.o A.'1 organization of farmers themselves. (independent of the goverrunent) 
would control production and raise farm prices and incomec 
b~ The government would pay a $5000 grant to train and move to some n2.11-
~ job those farmers who have income problems o 
Cc The governm.ent ·would buy 1,;rhole farms and combine several farms to be 
used for public recreation or leased for grazingo 
do The government would buy the rights to raise wheat on a farm. Then 
this farm could not grow wheat, thus reducing total production. Other 
crops could be raised as desiredo 
e. Wheat allotments would be bought and sold among farmers so that allot-
ments would eventually end up in the hands of' those who could make the 
best use of theme 
fo Allotments would be based on bushels rather than acres. N 
1\) 
C) 
48. a. (Optional) Higher price supports mean a greater cost to the government. Estimated costs 
for various support levels are listed belo~. The total wheat allotment would be the same 
for all support levels, 90 percent of the old wheat base allotment or about your compliance 
base of 1962. Please indicate your first and last choice. 
1. With the price supported at $L45, the government cost would be about $5 per acre har-
vested and the net farm income from wheat would be about JO percent less than 1962 and 1963. 
2. With the price supported at $1.85, the government cost would be about $10 per acre har-
vested and the net income from wheat about the same as 1962 and 1963. 
J. Hith the price supported at $2.25~ the government cost would be about $15 per acre har-
vested and the net income from 1i>Jheat would be about 35 percent more than 1962 and 1963. 
First choice: l~ 2~ 3~ 
bo Now consider the additional choice of an unsupported market. This would represent no cost 
to the government~ wheat price of $lc20 and a net income from wheat 50 percent below 1962 
and 1963. 
First choice: l ~ 2 ~ 3 ~ Unsupported market~ 
49. How many months of hired fa.rm. labor did you employ in 1963? 
500 How much did you and your wife earn from off-farm work in 1963? 
other nonfarm income in 1963 (investments, rents 9 dividends, royalties, custom work 9 etc.)?~~~~ 
Net income in 1963 from crops, livestock, and gover:nm.ent payments (farming operations)? 
During the last five yea.rs (1959-1963), what was your average net income from your fa.rm 
operations? 
irJha.t was your highest. net income from farm operations? 
What was your lowest net income from farm operations? N N 
'° 
51. What was your 1963 gross income from wheat? ----------
What was your 1963 gross income frcm feed grains?---------
What was your 1963 gross income from livestock?------~~-
What were your total purchases of livestock in 1963 (feeder and breeding stock)?~~~-~----
52. · .. Please filJ. in your total inventory va.lu~ of tlte fo]J.;owin~ property: 
Farm Real Estate (owned land) 
Nonfarm Real Estate (houses, lots) 
Jan. 1, 1964 
Total Current Value 
Ja.no 1, 1964 
M:>rtgage 
Owed to bank, PCA or others 
Other Farm Property (machineryi livestock, feed, 
household equipment) 
Value of Financial Investment (bonds, savings 
accounts, investments in co-ops)~~-~ 
530 Did you comply -with the 1964 wheat program? Yes No 
54. Did you have to destroy any wheat acreage to comply? Yes No 
55. Some people consider themselves to be conservative in their political viewso Others consider 
themselves to be liberal. What would you consider your viewpoint to be? 
Liberal -- Conservative Neutral --- Don't know __ _ 




57, How did you vote in the la.st wheat referendum? Yes No Did not vote 
My?~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~--~~--~~-
If answer is "wanted different type of program," 11.rhat type of program would you like to have? 
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